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LONDON, DECEMBER 17, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE ane Gap to learn that the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society have appointed a committee to inquire into and report upon 
the sittings of the courts and the arrangements as to cause lists. 


Mr. Justice Kexewien and Mr. Justice Cuartes will be 
the Vacation Judges. The offices of the Supreme Court will 
be open every working day until the 11th of January, with the 
exception of Monday the 26th of December. 


On Wepyespay Last most of the courts rose at half-past one, in 
order that a meeting of the judges might take place. An appeal 
from a refusal of benchers to cal) a gentleman to the bar, which 
had been fixed for hearing on that day, was, it is understood, post- 
poned. 


Aw Orpen or Traysrer, which we print in another column, 
assigns twenty-eight applications under the ‘‘City of London 
Parochial Charities Act, 1883,” to Mr. Justice Kay, and provides 
that all future applications under the same Act shall be marked 
for the same judge. If any estimate can be formed as to the time 
these applications will take, taving regard to their nature and to 
the amount of the charitable funds in question, no light task is by 
this order imposed on Mr. Justice Kay. 


Rrrrrrine to the case of Re Clarence Harcourt (ante, pp. 84 
and 92), weare informed that shortly after the business of Petitions 
of Course was transferred to the registrars from the chambers of 
the Master of the Rolls, all the forms of orders of course for taxa- 
tion were ‘‘reformed’’ by the registrars, and that the question 
raised by the motion made before Mr. Justice Srintine refers to 
one of the principal of several alterations which were then made 
in those forms. 


Ir 1s seLpom that the interlocutory appeals from the Queen’s 
Bench Division have been of so important a character, and taken so 
long a time in hearing, as those during the present sittings. Up to 
the beginning of this weck Court of Appeal No. 1 has been devoting 
most of its time to hearing these appesls; avd although it has given 
about twenty-five days to them, it has only been able to dispose of 
twenty-one appeals, three of which were strnck out. 
have each occupied two days, the most important being Mr. Bert 
Cox’s case, which Jasted nearly four days; the Lancashire and 
Yorkshire Railway Co. v. Knowles §& Sons (Limited), an action for 
letting down a canal by coal-mining operations, which lasted three 
days; Merivale v. Carson, the theatrical libel case; and Finlay v. 
Chirney, in which judgment has not yet been delivered, and which 
raises the important question whether an action for breach of 
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promise of marriage can be maintained against the executors of a 
deceased promisor. It will thus be seen that the list has been a 
peculiarly heavy one. Meanwhile the hearing of final appeals has 
been sadly interfered with, very few of them having at present 
been disposed of. There are only a few days more of the sittings 
left, and so there is every prospect of a somewhat larger list of 
arrears for next sittings than usual. 


Two apprications were recently made on the same day to a 
Queen’s Bench Divisional Court for security for costs to be re- 
quired of two appellants from county courts. Though the appli- 
cations were nominally ex parte, counsel were present in each case 
to oppose the granting of such applications, and in both cases each 
opposing counsel declered that he had never heard of a divisional 
| court granting such an application in the matter of appeals from 

county courts. The master, however, assured the court that such 

| practice was well known, and Mr. Baron Portocx and Mr. Justice 
| Hawxrns, though remarking that ‘‘ applications of such a nature 
| Should be very cautiously dealt witb,” were apparently not un- 
familiar with the practice. We think that the general under- 
standing has been that section 14 of the County Courts Act, 1850, 
and section 18 of the County Courts Equitable Jurisdiction Act, 
1865, were practically repealed; that appeals by motion under 
section 6 of the County Courts Act, 1875, were always made 
without security; and that, as all appeals are now made by 
motion, security for costs could not be required. This view is 
taken in Mr. Pirr-Lewis’s County Court Practice (vol. 1, 3rd ed., 
p- 637). The practice as to appeal operating as a stay of 
execution is, of course, governed by ord. 59, r. 14, of the County 
Court Rules, 1885, where it is laid down that “an appeal shall 
not operate as a stay of proceedings unless the inferior court 
shall so order, or unless within ten days after the decision a 
deposit shall be made of, or security given to the satisfaction of 
such inferior court for, a sum to be fixed by the said court.” 





| 


Ir WILL BE sEEN from a report elsewhere of the case of 
Biown v. Burdett that the Court of Appeal have held that 
the solicitor-baiting rule (R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 65, r. 11) is retro- 
spective in its operation, and no one can doubt that its bene- 
volent author intended this result. But, with great deference, 
| we venture to submit that the learned judges, in coming to 
'this conclusion, have deliberately ignored the preamble to the 
| Rules, which provides that they shall ‘apply, so far as may be 
| practicable (unless otherwise expressly provided), to all proceed- 
| ings taken on or after that day {October 24, 1883] in all causes 
and matters then pending.”’ And not only do the learned judges 
appear to have annulled or ignored this preamble, but they would 
seem to have eaten one of their own decisions upon the operation 
of this very order 65. In Re M‘Clellan (29 Ch. D. 495) they 
held (to use the language of Lord Justice Liyprry) that “ the costs 
of proceedings pending in the Supreme Court of Judicature up to 
the 24th of October, 1883, are to be unaffected by the new rules.” 
The court at that time thought that ‘‘ we should be giving the new 
rules fo0 wide an operation if we applied them to the costs of any of 
the proceedings in this action except those of the subsequent [7 -., 
subsequent to October 24, 1883] further consideration.” But 
when it is a question of extending the operation of the solicitor- 
baiting rule, the learned judges are apparently prepared to hold 
| that, although rule 1 of order 65 does not apply to costs incurred 
| before the 24th of October, 1883, rule 11 of the same order does. 

‘The preamble to the rules,” said Lord Justice Corron, in 1885, 
| “defines the proceedings to which they are to apply—namely, to 
| all proceedings taken on or after the 24th of October, 1883, in all 
‘causes and matters then pending,” and he decided the case then 
before him on this very ground. But Lord Justice Corron, in 1887, 
apparently ignores the preamble altogether, and considers that 
rule 11 is in some way or other exempt from its operation. How, 
| he seems to have omitted to explain. There is another point which 
'we think deserves consideration. Have the Rule Committee 
|power to make ex post facto legislation? Section 17 of the 
| Judicature Act, 1875, expressly provides that ‘‘all rules of court 
|made in pursuance of this section if made after the 
| commencement of this Act, shall, from and after they come into 
| operation, regulate all the matters to which they extend.” 
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A conkEsronpEeNT raises a question with regard to the decision 
of the Court of Appeal in 2te Newhbould, reported last week (ante, 
p. 92), which may possibly have occurred to other readers. The 
judgment was based on the principle that ‘“‘ the solicitor was only 
entitled to be paid, in respect of business connected with the sale, 
according to the scale fees in the schedule.’’ If a solicitor, said 
Lord Esuer, “ could not bring himself within the scale, he could 
not be paid according to the scale fee, and so could not be paid at 
all.” How is this, our correspondent asks, reconcileable with Re 
Lacey § Sons (32 W. R. 233, 25 Ch. D. 301)? In that case the 
solicitors could not bring themselves within the scale ; the business 
they had done was ‘business connected with a sale,” yet they were 
held entitled to charge according to the old system as altered by 
Scheaule II. The explanation we imagine is this: Lord Esner 
meant to say, ‘‘a solicitor, to whose case the scale is applicable.” 
According to Re Newbould, following the principle of Re Field 
(33 W. R. 550, 29 Ch. D. 608) and Re Emanuel §& Simmonds (34 
W. R. 613, 33 Ch. D. 40), the scale fee, where it is applicable, is 
the sole remuneration of the solicitor for all the business connected 
with the sale. But under clause 2 (a) the scale fee is only applic- 
able ‘‘ in respect of sales completed” to “the remuneration of the 
solicitor having the conduct of the business.’ These words are to be 
read, according to Ite Lacey & Sons, as meaning ‘transacting the 
whole business,’”’ and the whole business, in the case of a sale, wa: 
considered to be defined by schedule I. as being deducing title, 
perusing and completing conveyance, and preparation of contract, 
if any. According to Re Lacey §- Sons, therefore, clause 2 (a) 
contains no provision for the case of a solicitor who has not done 
all these items of work; wherefore the provision of clause 2 (ce) 
relating to ‘‘all other business the remuncration for which is not 
hereinbefore, or in Schedule I. hereto prescribed,” applies. But 
in Re Newhould the solicitor had done all the items of work 
mentioned in the scale ; his case was, therefore, governed by clause 
2 (a), and he could obtain no remuneration in respect of business 
connected with the sale beyond the scale fee. It will be seen 
that, in the case put by our correspondent, of a solicitor acting for 
both vendor and purchaser, and the purchaser dispensing with 
abstract and investigation of title, there is, apparently, nothing in 
Re Newbould to prevent the solicitor from charging according to 
the old system as altered by Schedule II. 


Ir arrears that the circuit system is again under the considera- 


tion of the judges of the Queen’s Bench Division, and it is to be | 


hoped that their deliberations will result in some more satisfactory 
conclusions than the scheme which was withdrawn last autumn. 
It will be remembered that the Lord Chief Justice, in his letter to 
the Lord Chancellor, objected to that scheme as “‘ altogether and 
unnecessarily revolutionary,” and also strenuously objected to 
carrying it into effect by Order in Council as being “ unconstitu- 
tional.” We confess we failed to see much substance in this 
latter theory ; it seemed to us that it might equally be argued that 
to delegate the power of altering the whole legal procedure of the 
kingdom to a Rule Committee of the judges instead of making 
the alteration by statute, as was done in the Common Law Proce- 
dure Act, was unconstitutional. The only substantial question 
appeared to us to be whether the proposed changes were in them- 
selves desirable ; and upon this point we certainly thought that a 


proposal to deprive thirty-two counties of their civil assizes | 


deserved the other epithets applied to it by Lord Corermar. At 
the same time we have always been in favour of some system of 


grouping places for the purpose of civil assizes. The ques- | 


tion to what extent this grouping should be carried is neces- 
sarily one of degree and of detail, and presents 
difficulty on account of the conflicting interests involved and the 
absence of any common measure of their relative importance. Of 
course, it is more convenient to litigants, jurymen, and witnesses 
that the court where the legal business in which they are concerned 


is transacted should be as close as possible to their doors. The | 


suggestion, on the other hand, is that the system whereby justice 


is made so very itinerant and is brought so very close to everybody’s | 
door necessarily involves a great waste of judicial time and delay of | 


suitors elsewhere. While her Majesty’s judges are leisurely trying 
one or two small causes at Appleby and similar places in the 
country, business is practically at a standstill in London, where 
hundreds of causes are waiting to be disposed of. It is obvious, we 
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think, that the fewer the number of places, within reasonable limits, 
at which civil business is taken in the country districts the greater 
the economy of time, because with a number of causes an average 
period of time that will be necessary may be more easily estimated. 
Moreover, if a judge finished his list at a large centre before the 
time, he could come back to town and take business there. Under 
the system of having circuits composed of a number of petty places 
a quantity of judicial strength is lost by small intervals of wasted 
time too short to make it worth while for the judge to come back 
to town and to allow of the nezessary arrangements for his taking 
business there. It is not in human nature—even a judge’s 
—to be very much concerned about the occasional occurrence 
of a blank day or two here and there in the country, 
but the aggregate of such blank days during the circuits, civil and 
criminal, covering as they do such a large period of the year, may 
be something considerable. We trust that the judges will be able 
to frame a proposal of a less drastic character than that formulated 
last summer, and which will better meet the balance of general 
convenience. We doubt very much, however, whether any per- 
manently satisfactory change in the circuit system can be made 
except in connection with other changes. We suppose it may be 
assumed that the new scheme will embrace the proposal for three 
civil assizes in the year, and it is stated that it is proposed that the 
winter assizes shall begin about the middle of February. 





We wave been greatly perplexed by the case of Ze a Solicitor, 

which we extract in another column (with certain alterations and 
omissions) from the 7'imes. According to this report, a divisional 
court of the Queen’s Bench Division held that the jurisdiction to 
make an order of course for taxation of costs not incurred in an action 
is not transferred by the Judicature Act from the Lord Chancellor and 
the Master of the Rolls to the judges of the High Court. We do 
not see the slightest ground for contending that it is; but our 
difficulty lies in understanding, first, why application for such an 
order was made to Mr. Justice Frerp ; and, secondly, how it hap- 
pened that both counsel and judges were apparently unaware of one of 
the Rules of the Supreme Court. Counsel is stated to have gravely 
urged that the jurisdiction must have been transferred, because, if it 
is not, as neither the Lord Chancellor nor the Master of the Rolls 
has chambers, ‘‘no bill for business in chancery could be taxed, 
| except on an order of the Lord Chancellor or the Master of the 
tolls’’; and this astonishing proposition does not appear to 
have been dissented from by the court. It is true that, to the un- 
initiated, the wording of the rule (R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 62, 
ir. 18) leaves its true intention somewhat under a cloud, but any- 
| one <lesirous of knowing what has become of the chambers of 
| the Master of the Rolls, and of the business which used to be 
transacted there, would be put upon inquiry, and could not 
fail to learn the actual intent and result of the rule. Shall we 
be accused of only stating what is simply elementary if we mention 
that under this rule petitions of course for taxation of bills for 
business “‘not done in any action’ are now presented to the 
‘petition clerk” in room 136 in the Royal Courts of Justice, and 
that orders for the taxation of such bills are almost daily drawn 
| up, passed, and entered by the chancery registrars without any ap- 
plication being made to the court, except by the presentation of the 
| petition. The rule referred to was made in May, 1883, and has 
now been in operation for four years and a half. Perhaps in 
course of time it may become known even in the Queen’s Bench 
Division. 








In a case of Re Waller, before Mr. Registrar Linklater on the 13th inst., 
| he decided that the Bankruptcy (Discharge and Closure) Act, 1857, came 
into immediate operation, and was not affected by the postponement of 
the rules. 

At the Guildhall Police-court on the 9th inst. Sir Andrew Lusk said he 
regretted to have to announce the death of Mr. George Martin, who for 
many years was chief clerk at that court. Mr. Martin commenced his 
legal career in the cffice of Mr. Secondary James (father of Mr. Edwin 
| James). From there he went into the City Solicitor’s office. After a 
short time he was elected second clerk at the Marsion-house Justice 
Room, and about thirty years ago, on the death of Mr. Wood, he was 
appointed chief clerk at the Guildhall. He spent over forty years in the 
service of the corporation. Five years ago, the aldermen, appreciating 
ni past services, on his retirement, gave him a pension equal to his full 
| salary 
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INJURIES RESULTING FROM OBSTRUCTION OF 
HIGHWAY. 


Tur case of Evans v. Rhymney Local Board of Health, decided 
lately by Denman, J., and discussed by correspondents, ante, p. 
57, upon the facts as there stated, appears to have raised points of 
some difficulty. It would appear from the facts, as stated by our 
correspondents, that the defendants had, in the execution of certain 
works, obstructed a highway which went by means of an old 
wooden bridge across a brook, and which was the deceased’s only 
access to his house from the other side of the brook. This old 
highway is stated to have been capable of being safely used on the 
darkest night, because the sides of the wooden bridge were railed, 
and by keeping close to a railway embankment and a fence which 
led up to the bridge, all danger of falling into the brook was 
obviated. The defendants had built a stone culvert or bridge over 
the brook, the sides of which were unprotected. The deceased 
fell over the side of this culvert while endeavouring to cross the 
brook by it to get to his house one night, and was killed. 

One way in which the case appears, from our correspondents’ 
letter, to have been put for the plaintiff, the executrix, is this. 
The defendants having obstructed the old highway, a highway of 
necessity arose over the defendants’ culvert, and the defendants 
were bound to have that highway ina safe state. To have the 
substituted highway unsafe by rearon of the sides of the culvert 
being unfenced, was, in substance, the same as if they had dug a 
dangerous excavation next to the original highway. We must 
confess to feeling considerable difficulty about the suggested appli- 
cation of the doctrine of a highway of necessity to this case. 
The case of Hirst v. Taylor (33 W. R. 582, 14 Q. B. D. 918), 
which is referred to, does not stand on the same basis, because in 
that case the defendants had a statutory power to divert footpaths. 
Of course, in such case the substituted footpath has the status of 
a highway for the time being. We can understand that, when an 
adjoining owner obstructs a highway, it may be said that there is, 
under some circumstances, a right on the part of the person pass- 
ing along to go upon the Jand of the obstructor so as to get round 
the obstruction without being atrespasser for so doing ; but that is 
a quite different thing from saying that, if such deviation over the 
Jand or structure of the obstructor involves danger, and the person 
so deviating is injured, there is a right of action for negligence or 
breach of duty against the obstructor in not making an alleged 
substituted highway of necessity safe. If there is this alleged 
duty, the consequence may be possibly that, however obviously 
and extremely dangerous such substituted mode of passage might 
be, the passer-by may run the risk and throw the consequences on 
the obstructor. 

We cannot help thinking that there is a confusion involved in 
this term “ highway of necessity.” There are cases where a man 
may obstruct a highway but may provide something which he in- 
tends, or may be reasonably taken by the public to intend, as a sub- 
stitute ; and then it may be that the “invitation ” doctrine comes 
in, and he must not lay a trap for his licensees. But that view 
involves something quite different from this notion of a highway of 
necessity, which it is a duty to keep safe. It may very well be that 
in the case we are discussing there were elements which gave this 
complexion to the case. We are, however, only discussing it from 
the point of view which our correspondents’ letter suggests—viz., 
as one of breach of duty to make the highway of necessity safe, It 
does seem to have been suggested that there was an invitation, but 
the two points secm to us to be distinct. If there is evidence of 
anything which, as against the defendants, can reasonably be sup- 
posed to amount to an invitation to use something substituted for 
the original highway, it seems to us that this doctrine of highway 
of necessity is not necessary ; but if there is nothing of the sort 
how does the case stand? Suppose the defendants had removed a 
wooden bridge, but had put some sort of scaffolding across the 
brook, in the course, end for the purpose, of erecting another bridge, 
by which scaffolding, though it would be highly dangerous, a very 
active man with great nerve might manage to get across in the 
dark, but which was obviously never intended to be used as a mode 
of transit, could that be called a highway of necessity, and the 
alleged wrong be put as neglect to make a safe way of necessity 7 
We cannot help thinking that this would be a strained and 
unnatural way of looking at the case. 

Apart from any question of invitation, we believe the common- 
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sense way of regarding such a case is that which we have indi- 
cated in discussing similar points before. Where a wrong is done 
to a man, or he is hindered from exercising a right, and in order to 
escape from the consequences of the wrong, er to exercise the 
right, he takes steps which, though they may involve some risk, 
are steps which under ordinary circumstances a man might for that 
purpose not unreasonably or imprudently take, then, though his 
own intervening act was the direct cause of his injury, he is 
entitled to recover in respect of such injury as the natural conse- 
quence of the wrong done. This seems to be the doctrine applied 
in a well-known case—viz., Clayards v. Dethick (12 Q. B. 439) 
—and we confess that it seems to us good sense, although 
one very eminent lawyer strongly disapproves of it. A man 
obstructs the highway just in front of my house; it may involve 
some risk to get past the obstruction, but, if without, am I to stop 
out all night, it may be in the snow or rain, for the next houses 
may be far away, and proceed the next morning to bring an action ? 
if within, am I to stop in indefinitely, leaving my business to go 
to ruin? Similarly a railway train pulls up with the carriage 
in which [ am short of the platform, and the name of the station 
is called out, no intimation being given that if I will wait the 
train will be moved further. The next station may be fifty miles 
off, and, of course, if I like to stop in the train aud go there, I 
shall not run the risk of spraining my ankle. 

It seems to us that the real question in such a case as we are 
discussing is whether, a wrongdoer having entirely obstructed the 
highway leading to a person’s house, it was a reasonably prudent 
thing, under ordinary circumstances, for such person to endeavour 
to get to his house by trying to go over the culvert. If it was, 
then the action ought to lie for the injuries occasioned as a conse- 
quence of the destruction of the highway, not of neglecting to 
provide a safe highway of necessity. 








REVIEWS. 
LORD JUSTICE BOWEN’S VIRGIL. 


Vircit Ix Enoiisn VERsE—EcLoGvES AND ZiNEID I.—VI._ By the 
Right. Hon. Sir CuarLEs Bowen, one of her Majesty’s Lords 
Justices of Appeal. John Murray. 


In the long course of the history of literature—at least since 
lawyers began to write in prose—the Muses have not often smiled 
upon Themis, nor Themis upon the Muses. And this may, perhaps, be 
thought surprising when we consider that our judges, as a class, 
have received precisely the same education as our politicians. Many 
poets have entered Parliament, from the days of Waller and Marvell 
to those of Praed and the first Lord Lytton; and it has become 
almost a fashion for wearied statesmen to solace their leisure with 
translations from the classics. But with the single exception of 
Talfourd, we do not recollect any poet that has risen to the bench ; 
aud it would be yet more difficult to discover an example of a judge 
venturing to challenge the verdict of literary criticism with a volume 
of verse, original or translated. Even the myriad-minded Bacon, 
who left untouched hardly any department of literature except the 
drama (pace Mr. Donelly), published only a small volume of 
rhymed versions of the Psalms of David. The silver-tongued Murray 
never did anything to justify the anticipations which Pope formed of 
his youthful promise—‘‘ How sweet an Ovid Murray, was our 
boast !’? Camden, when Lord High Chancellor, had the distinc- 
tion of being blackballed at the Literary Club—which, by the 
way, included among its members an astonishingly small proportion 
of lawyers. To come down to our own time, a successor of Camden 
on the woolsack is better known as an editor of the hymns of others 
than by his Newdigate at Oxford, or by that later set of trochaics in 
which he celebrated the four hundred and fiftieth anniversary of the 
opening of Winchester College, containing these prophetic lines— 


‘* For art thou not our Chancellor? and where in all the realm 
Is a wiser man or better, to guide the labouring helm ? 


Lord Justice Bowen’s book, then, would deserve respectful con- 
sideration if only on the ground of uniqueness. But it is no less 
worthy of attention for the sake of its author. As Macaulay wrote 
in his famous essay on Bacon :—‘‘ Those who are acquainted with the 
courts in which Mr. Montagu practises with so much ability and suc- 
cess well know how often he enlivens the discussion of a point of law 
by citing some weighty aphorism, or some brilliant illustration, from 
the ‘De Augmentis’ or the ‘Novum Organum.’” So may we say of 
Sir Charles Bowen that none who have appeared before the court of 
which he is an ornament can fail to have been impressed with the 
academic urbanity of his manner and the studied felicity of his 
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language. For, indeed, he may claim to represent the ripest growth | 
of classical culture. He was educated at Rugby at a time when the 
influence of Arnold had not yet faded. Afterwards at Balliol, | 
both scholar and fellow, he was marked out by the unanimous assent | 
of his compeers for the highest eminence in whatever profession he 
might choose to adopt ; and their confidence was never shaken even 
during those early years of his career at the bar when he seemed to 
be suffering an eclipse. It must have been specially gratifying to him 
when his old college exercised their exceptional privilege of electing | 
him as their visitor. Of his university distinctions we will only note | 
—what is of particular interest in the present connection—that Pro- 
fessor Conington selected a “‘ purple patch” from Bowen’s Arnold 
Essay of 1859 for honourable quotation in his own monumental 
edition of Virgil (vol. ii. pp. 532, 535), 

But it is time to pass on from the author to the book before us. It 
contains a tranlation into English verse of all the Eclogues and of the | 
first six books of the 7neid, the Georgics and the remaining half of | 
the AEneid being reserved for another occasion. The metre chosen | 
for the purpose—a hexameter shorn of its final syllable, and then 
rhymed—is defended in an ingenious preface, which shews the | 
author’s prose style at its best. All will not agree with the somewhat | 
severe judgments passed upon the weighty couplets of Dryden, and | 
the vivacity of Conington’s imitation of Sir Walter Scott. But in a | 
question of this sort no translator is bound by the decision of his 
predecessors, nor is there any final court of appeal. The fascination 
exercised over successive generations by the epics of Homer, Virgil, 
and Dante will always induce fond admirers to attempt the impos- 
sible—to give a translation of a great poem which shall be a great 
poem itself, After having thus indicated our own opinion—that only 
& prose version can ever hope to do justice to a poetic original—we 
proceed to give our readers the opportunity of judging for themselves 
of the quality of Lord Justice Bowen's courageous attempt to repro- 
duce what the Laureate has called ‘‘The stateliest measure ever 
moulded by the lips of man.”’ 

Here are three passages—the first, a fair example of the pastoral | 
beauty which came from Greece and has passed into our own litera- 
ture ; the second, of the vigorous rhetoric that every Roman knew | 
how to write; the third, of the empassioned pathos in which our | 
poet reached his high-water mark, 

‘* Beautiful one, come hither! For thee, look, nymphs of the glade 
‘* Bring full baskets of lilies; and one fair Naiad has made,— 
‘* Gathering violets pale, and the poppies tall, by the way,— 
‘* Posies of scented anethus in flower, and daffodils gay ; 
‘* Then with casia twining the grasses sweet of the dells, 
‘** Brightens with marigold yellow the bending hyacinth bells. 
“* Quinces myself will bring with a down of delicate white, 
** Chestnuts in which my love Amaryllis used to delight ; 
** Waxcn plums shall be honoured—the fruit thou lovest—as well. 
** Ye too, bays, will I pluck, and the myrtles near ye that dwell 
‘* Planted together, for sweetly beside each other ye smell.’”’ 
Eel. I., 45—55 (p. 11). 


‘* Listen and hear these prayers! If the Heavens’ stern laws have decreed 

** Yon base soul shall find him a harbour, and float to the land; 

‘** Thus Jove’s destinies order, and so fate finally stand ;— 

‘* Harassed in war by the spears of a daring people and wild, 

** Far from the land of his fathers and torn from the arms of his child, 

** May he in vain ask succour, and watch his Teucrian band 

‘* Dying a death untimely ! And when this warrior proud 

‘** Under the harsh conditions of peace his soul has bowed, 

‘* Neither of monarch’s throne nor of sunlight sweet let him taste ; 

‘* Fall ere time overtakes him, and tombless bleach on the waste. 

** This last prayer as my life ebbs forth I pour with my blood ; 

‘* Let not thy hatred sleep, my Tyre, to the Teucrian brood; 

** Lay on the tomb of Dido for funeral offering this ! 

‘* Neither be love nor league te unite my people and his ! 

** Rise! thou Nameless Avenger from Dido’s ashes to come, 

‘* Follow with fire and slaughter the false Dardanians home ! 

‘* Smite them to-day, hereafter, through ages yet unexplored, 

‘* Long as thy strength sustains thee, and fingers cling to the sword ! 

‘* Sea upon sea wage battle for ever! Shore upon shore, 

‘* Spear upon spear! To the sires and the children strife evermore ! ’’ 
En. IV., 612—629 (pp. 213—214). 


‘* Answer again Anchises began, with a gathering tear : 

‘* * Ask me not, O my son, of thy children’s infinite pain ! 

‘* « Fate one glimpse of the boy to the world will grant, and again 

** * Take him from life. Too puissant methinks to immortals on high 
** * Rome’s great children had seemed, if a gift like this from the sky 
‘* * Longer had been vouchsafed! What wailing of warriors bold 

‘* * Shall from the funeral plain to the War-god’s city be rolled ! 

‘¢ ¢ What sad pomp thine eyes will discern, what pageant of woe, 

‘* © When by his new-made tomb thy waters, Tiber, shall flow! 

** € Never again such hopes shall a youth of the lineage of Troy 

‘* © Rouse in his great forefathers of Latium! Never a boy 

‘* € Nobler pride shall inspire in the ancient Romulus land ! 

** ¢ Ah, for his filial love! for his old-world faith ! for his hand 

*‘ ¢ Matchless in battle! Unharmed what foeman had offered to stand 
‘ ¢ Forth in his path, when charging on foot for the enemy’s ranks, 
‘© Or when plunging the spur in his foam-flecked courser’s flanks ! 


| 
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‘« ¢ Child of a nation’s sorrow! if thou canst baffle the Fates’ 


| ** © Bitter decrees, and break for a while their barrier gates, 


‘+ «Thine to become Marcellus! I pray thee, bring me anon 
‘* * Handfuls of lilies, that I bright flowers may strew on my son, 
‘* « Heap on the shade of the boy unborn these gifts at the least, 
‘« ‘ Doing the dead, though vainly, the last sad service.’ 
** He ceased.”’ 
Jin. VI., 867—886 ( p. 304), 


It remains to add that the book has been produced by Mr. John 
Murray in a form worthy of his reputation, and that it is adorned 
for frontispiece with a photogravure of a little-known bust in the 
museum at Arles which is believed to represent the young 
Marcellus. 





EXECUTIVE OFFICERS. 
THE Powers, DUTIES, AND LIABILITIES OF EXECUTIVE OFFICERs, 
By A. W. CuasTer, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. SEconD EDITION, 
William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


‘This work,’’ says the author, ‘‘ which was in its first edition pub- 
lished as a digest, has now been re-written as an exposition.” The 
improvement in_form chiefly consists in printing the references as 
footnotes instead of in the text, but the text itself has also been in 
many cases added to (see, ¢.g., the chapter on ‘‘ Officers of Parlia- 
ment”) or altered, the alterations, unfortunately, not including those 
made necessary by the consolidating Sheriffs Act of last session, 
Revision, however, has not been carried nearly far enough, more than 


lone repealed enactment (see, for instance, 10 Geo. 1, c. 10; 43 


Geo. 3, c. 99; and 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, s. 41) being cited in 
the text without any mention of its repeal or suggestion as to 


| whether or not the enactment (if any) substituted for it would be 


similarly construed. Without editorial comment of this kind the 
accumulation of cases upon repealed enactments is misleading. 
The book, however, has value as being the only compilation of cases 
bearing upon the duties of bailiffs, constables, Customs and Inland 
Revenue officers, and those numerous inspectors with which modern 
Acts of Parliament have so plentifully stocked the country. Perhaps 
the most useful pages will be found to be those which deal with arrest 
by constables (pp. 140—175), and with assault and battery (pp. 318— 


| 522) In regard to the venue of actions against constables, there 


Vem 


| should have been a note to the 33rd section of the Coinage Act (24 & 


25 Vict. c. 99), which prescribes a local venue, that the statutory 
local venue is expressly saved by R. 8. C., 1883, ord. 36, r. 1, by 
words first introduced in 1883, in amendment of the rule originally 
scheduled to the Judicature Act of 1875. We have again to express 
our regret that a reference to one set of reports only is given. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE REMUNERATION ORDER, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I should be glad to know whether, in your opinion, the 
decision in Ite Newbould (32 Souicrrors’ JOURNAL, 92) can be in any 
way reconciled with that in Re Lacey & Sons (32 W. R. 233). 

In Re Newbould the Master of the Rolls said that a solicitor is only 
entitled to be paid for business connected with sales according to the 
scale fees in the schedule (I., Part I.), and if he could not bring himself 
within the scale, he could not be paid according to the scale fee ‘‘ and 
so could not be paid at all.” 

But in Re Lacey & Sons it was held that the solicitors could not 
bring themselves within the scale; the business they had done was 
clearly business relating to a sale, and yet the result did not follow 
that they were not entitled to be paid at all, bat, on the contrary, it 
was held that they were entitled to be paid on the old system as 
modified by Schedule IT. 

Is it possible to reconcile the two decisions ? 

There is another point to which I should like, shortly, to call 
attention. It is quite a common practice in small matters, where the 
title is clear, for vendor and purchaser, with a view to save expense, 
to go to the same solicitor, who prepares the conveyance without any 
abstract, and without any investigation of title, the solicitor probably 
well knowing the title beforehand. 

Now it seems, if Re Newbould is right, that the solicitor in such a 
case cannot claim to be paid at all. He is not within the scale 
because he has not done all the work there mentioned, and Re 
Newbould shews that he cannot go upon the old system. If I 
rightly appreciate the effect of the latter decision, a solicitor, in a case 
where investigation of title is dispensed with, must either “‘ elect” or 
else have an agreen ent in writing in order to entitle him to charge 
anything whatever. C. 


(See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. S. J.] 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
COURT OF APPEAL. 
THOMAS v. OWEN—No. 1, 14th December. 
Ricut or Way—Impuiep Grant. 


This was an appeal from Mathew and Cave, JJ., refusing a new trial. 
The plaintiff and defendant occupied adjoining farms in Anglesey, under 
Sir R. Bulkley, who granted the defendant a lease of bis farm in December, 
1873, for twenty years, and granted the plaintiff a lease of his farm in 
1878 for twenty-one years. The plaintiff had been tenant from year to 
year of his farm from 1857 to 1878. The action was brought for the 
obstruction of an alleged private right of way which had been used by the 

laintiff from the time he first occupied his farm and which was a green 

ane between hedges leading across the defendant's farm to the plaintiff's 
farm. The jury at the trial found that a right of way had been acquired 
by user and judgment was given accordingly. The defendant contended 
that, even assuming the user, the plaintiff could not recover, since by the 
lease of 1873 Sir R. Bulkley purported to demise his farm to him free from 
all rights of way, and that therefore the lessor was estopped by this lease, 
and that the plaintiff having taken a subsequent lease from him was also 
estopped. He further contended that the lease of 1878 to the plaintiff did 
not convey any right of way since it did not contain any general words 
except the word ‘‘ appurtenances.’’ 

Tug Covrr (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Fry, L.JJ.), dismissed 
the appeal. They said that in 1873 the plaintiff was in occupation as 
tenant from year to year, and the lane in question was a made and fenced 
road, subsisting visibly for the convenience of the plaintiff’s farm, and 
was openly used and repaired by him. Therefore the presumption that 
the demise to the defendant was free from any right of way was rebutted 
by a consideration of these circumstances. It had been urged that in 
implied reservations and implied grants a rule existed that such an 
implication could not arise in the case of easements which were neither 
continuous nor of necessity, but there was an exception to that rule in the 
case of a formed road made over an alleged servient tenement for the 
apparent use of the dominant tenement (Langley v. Hammond, 3 Ex 
161); and if that exception arose in the case of a grant it ought also to 
arise in the case of a reservation made to support an earlier grant. As to 
the lease of 1878, it was true that the word ‘‘ appurtenances ’’ was not apt 
for the creation of a new right which had never previously existed ; but 
from the time of the case of Hill v. Grange (Plow. 170) the word had easily 
admitted of a secondary meaning, as equivalent to ‘usually occu- 
pied.”” Therefore, under the circumstances, they were justified in coming 
to the conclusion that the right of way did pass under the word ‘‘ appur- 
tenances’’ in the lease to the plaintiff in 1878. They were confirmed in 
this conclusion by the cases of Nicholas v. Chamberlain (Cro. Jac. 121), Hall 
v. Lund (1 H. & C. 676), and Ewart v. Cochrane (4 Maca. 117).--CounseL, 
Clement Higgins, Q.C., and J. E Vincent; F. Marshall. Soxtcrrors, Ulli- 
thorne, Currey. & Villiers, for J. K. Roberts §& Laurie, Llangefni; Winter § 
Co., for David Owen, Bangor. 


WELDON v. MAPLES AND OTHERS—No. 1, 9th December. 


PracticE—APPrEAL—SgEcurity ror Costs—Srecitat CrrcumsTaNces—ABUSE 
or Process or tHE Covrt—R. 8S. C., 1883, LVIIL., 15. 


Application by the defendants for an order that the plaintiff should 
give security for the costs of an appeal. The facts are fully set out in the 
judgment of Bowen, L.J. 

Tue Court granted the application. Bowen, L.J., said that this case 
went beyond the ordinary case in which security for the costs of an appeal 
was usually obtained. The ordinary case was that of poverty. The 
affidavit here did not shew that sufficiently. But ord. 58, r. 15, said that 
the court might order security to be given ‘‘ under special circumstances.” 
That rule did not confine the case to one of poverty. In the present case 
there was this special circumstance—namely, that a primd facie case had 
been made out of abuse of the process of the court. The affidavit stated 
that in 1883 the plaintiff brought an action against Sir Henry de Bathe, 
and Sir H. de Bathe was entitled to costs against the plaintiff which 
had been taxed at £126 16s. 5d. Eighteen different applications in that 
action made by the plaintiff had been dismissed, and costs amounting to 
£40 were still owing to Sir H. de Bathe in respect thereof. On the 8th of 
July, 1887, the Court of Appeal ordered the plaintiff to give security for 
the costs of three appeals in that action. In 1887 the plaintiff also brougt 
an action against Sir H. de Bathe and her husband, and this action was 
dismissed by the master as frivolous, and his decision was affirmed by the 
judge and the Divisional Court. The Court of Appeal on the 8th of July 
ordered the plaintiff to give security for the costs of an appeai from that 
order. The plaintiff also in 1887 brought an action against Messrs. 
Maples, Teesdale, & Co., the solicitors for Sir H. de Bathe, against three 
of their clerks, and against Sir H. de Bathe. This action was based upon 
allegations of perjury said to have been committed in the former action. 
On the 6th of July this action was dismissed as frivolous, and this order 
was affirmed by the judge and the Divisional Court. The costs due to 
the defendants in that action were taxed at £26 9s. 6d. The plaintiff had 
not paid any of these costs. Later in 1887 the plaintiff commenced a 
fresh action against the same defendants, the claim being substanially 
the same as in the former action. This action was dismissed as frivolous, 
the order being confirmed by the judge and the Divisional Court. The 
plaintiff was now appealing from that order. The above facts shewed a 
strong primd facie case of abuse of the process of the court, though only 
primd facie because the court was not yet called upon to decide whether 
the action was frivolous or not. Further, it appeared from the affidavit 





that the plaintiff had announced her intention of not paying any costs if 
she failed. The court ought to protect parties against the abuse or 
threatened abuse of the process of the court. As to the suggestion thrown 
out during the argument, that execution ought to have issued before the 
present application was made, the court would not compel a party to 
take so harsh a step before making the application. The plaintiff must 
give security for the amount of £10. Fry, L.J., concurred.—CovunszL, 
John Digby. Soricrrors, Maples, Teesdale, § Co. 


NANNEY v. MORGAN—No, 2, 2nd December. 


Rattway Srock—Transrer—Passinc or Lecat Estarr—Non-Devivery 
To on Accerrance sy Secretary or Company—Comranies CLAvses 
ConsotipaTion Act, 1845, ss. 14, 15, 16, 17. 


The question in this case was whether a deed of transfer of rail- 
way stock was effectual to pass the legal interest in the stock, without 
delivery to and acceptance the company’s secretary. In 1868 a sum 
of stock of a railway company was standing in the names of the trustees 
of a marriage settlement. Under a power in that settlement the wife had 
made an appointment of the stock to her husband, and he desired to make 
a voluntary settlement of it. The trustees executed a transfer of the 
stock to him, and the transfer was duly delivered to the secretary of the 
company for registration, but the company declined to register it, because 
it was not properly stamped and the date was incomplete because the year 
was omitted. The stock accordingly remained in the names of the 
trustees, notwithstanding the execution of the transfer by them. In 
November, 1869, the husband executed a voluntary settlement of the 
stock. In 1872 the deed of transfer, duly stamped and dated, was delivered 
to the company’s secretary, and the husband was registered in the books 
of the company as the holder of the stock. He died in October, 1884, 
and the question was whether the stock passed to his legal personal 
representative as part of his estate, or whether the persons claiming under 
the voluntary settlement were entitled to it. This depended upon the 
question whether, when the voluntary deed was executed, the stock was 
legally vested in the husband, or whether he was only equitably entitled 
toit. Inthe former case the stock would not pass by the deed, the 
settlor not having done everything in his power to completely transfer 
it; in the latter case the equitable title would» be complete, and the 
interest of the settlor in the stock would pass by the deed.. The question 
whether the legal interest in the stock was vested in the husband when he 
executed the voluntary deed depended on the Companies Clauses Consoli- 
dation Act, 1845. Section 14 of the Act provides that, ‘‘ subject to the 
regulations herein or in the special Act contained, every shareholder may 
sell and transfer all or any of his shares in the undertaking, or all or any 
part of his interest in the capital stock of the company, in case such shares 
shall, under the provision hereinafter contained, be consolidated 
into capital stock; and every such transfer shall be by deed duly 
stamped, in which the consideration shall be truly stated.’ 
By section 15, ‘‘ The said deed of transfer (when duly executed) shall be 
delivered to the secretary, and be kept by him; and the secretary shall 
enter a memorial thereof in a book to be called the ‘ register of transfers,’ 
and shall indorse such entry on the deed of transfer, and shall on demand 
deliver a new certificate to the purchaser. And until such transfer 
has been so delivered to the secretary as aforesaid the vendor of the share 
shall continue liable to the company for any calls that may be made upon 
such share, and the purchaser of the share shall not be entitled to receive 
any share of the profits of the undertaking, or to vote in respect of such 
share.’’? By section 16, ‘‘ No shareholder shall be entitled to transfer any 
share after any call shall have been made in respect thereof, until he shall 
have paid such call, nor until he shall have paid all calls for the time being 
due on every share held by him.’”? Section 17 provides that it shall be 
lawful for the directors to close the transfer books for a prescribed period 
previous toeach ordinary meeting, and that any transfer made during the 
time when the transfer books were so closed shall, as between the company 
and the party claiming under the same, but not otherwise, be considered 
as made subsequently to such ordinary meeting. Stirling, J, held (35 
Ch. D. 598, 35 W. R. 713) that the stock was not at the date of the volun- 
tary settlement legally vested in the husband, and that his legal personal 
representative must transfer it to the trustees of the voluntary settlement. 

Tue Court (Corton, L.J., Sir James Hanne, and Lorgs, L.J.) affirmed 
the decision. Corton, L.J., said there was no authority exactly in point. 
The effect of the deed of transfer depended on the Act. It had been 
argued that the words ‘‘ subject to the regulations” in section 14 referred 
only to the regulation requiring that all calls should be paid before trans- 
fer, but the right view was that a deed of transfer was not effectual to put 
the transferee into the position of the transferor until it had been left with 
the company’s secretary and accepted by him as properly complying with 
the Act, and the stock would not be ‘‘ legally vested” in the transferee 
until the deed of transfer had been duly stamped and received by the sec- 
retary, so as to make it effectual as between the transferee and the com- 
pany. It was not necessary to rely on registration as a requisite, because 
when the transfer had been left with and accepted by the secretary it was 
the duty of the company to registerit. In the pre:ent case the legal 
estate iv the stock clearly remained in the transferors, and if they did not 
leave the transfer with the secretary and were not called on by the trans- 
feree to do so, they could have executed another transfer. The stock was 
not legally vested in the husband when he executed the voluntary settle- 
ment. By an act not his own he had afterwards acquired the legal estate. 
The transfer, which as against the transferors had been ineffectual, had 
become by their act effectual, and, though it had passed the legal estate to 
him, he could not retain it as against the trustees of the settlement. His 
representative must transfer the stock to the persons entitled to it under 
the voluntary settlement. Sir James Hannen and Lores, L.J., concurred, 











—Covunsex, Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Upjohn; Graham Hastings, Q.C., 
and B. Eyre. Sourcrrors, Morgan, Son, § Upjohn; Crouch, Spencer, § 
Edwards. 








HIGH COURT.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Re MOORE, TRAFFORD v. MACONOCHIE— Kay, J., 14th December. 
Wirt — Construction —Iniecat Conpirion — Limiration — ANNUITY — 

**Durine such Time As Sue may Live Araxt rRoM HER Hvuspanp’’— 

PERSONALTY. 

Testator gave all his property, which consisted of personalty only, to a 
trustee upon trust, after payment of debts, &c., to pay to his sister 
‘* during euch time as she may live apart from her husband, before my son 
attains the age of twenty-one years, the sum of £2 10s. per week for her 
maintenance whilst so living apart from her husband.’’ At the date of the 
will, and at the testator’s death, the sister and her husband were living 
together. The question was whether the annuity was good, and the con- 
dition must be struck out as contra bonos mores and illegal; or whether the 
annuity was itself void. 

Kay, J., said that, before applying rules of law, he must construe the 
will, and the form of the bequest constituted a legacy of a weekly pay- 
ment during a specific period, and not a legacy subject to a condition 


precedent or subsequent. The event had not happened, and the legacy | 


could not take effect at all. The legatee was, therefore, not entitled to 
any weekly payments of £2 10s., because these payments were not to be 
made upon any condition, but only within certain limits which the court 
had no power to alter, — Counset, Williamson ; Marten, Q.C., and 
Whitehouse; Methold. Sortctrors, Brownlow & Howe, for T. M. J. § A. 
Whitehouse, Wolverhampton; Williamson, Hill, §& Co., for Trafford § Cook, 
Northwich ; Emmet, Son, & Stubbs, for 4. W. Barradale, D idley. 


COTTRELL v. BRIGGS, EVANS rv. BRIGGS—Chitty, J., 9th 
December. 
Practice — ADMINISTRATION — Concurrent Actions — JupcMent Dest— 


R. S. C., 1883, XIV. 
In this case a2 motion was made by the defendant, by way of appeal 


from an order of the master in the Queen’s Bench Division, ordering the | 


plaintiff Cottrell to sign final judgment for the amount indorsed on his 
writ, and to set aside the order, and to stay further proceedings in the 
action, and for leave to be given to the plaintiff Cottrell to come in and 
prove his claim in the action. It appeared that letters of administration 
to the estate of anintestate having been granted to the defendant Briggs, 
the plaintiff Cottrell brought an action against Briggs for a debt due from 
the intestate, the writ being specially indorsed under order 14. The action 
of Evans v. Briggs having been instituted by creditors for the administra- 


tion of the intestate’s estate, and administration judgment having been | 


obtained, Cottrell obtained from the master an order to sign judgment, and 
he signed judgment accordingly. The defendant cited in support of the 
motion Re Stubbs, Hanson v. Stubbs (26 W. R. 736, 8 Ch. D. 154). The 
respondent, however, relied on the circumstance that there had been no 
order transferring his action, and submitted that the judgment obtained 
by him should be accepted in the administration action as proof of his 
debt, he consenting to give up any priority. He cited Clifford v. Budds 
(W. N., 1884, p. 40). 

Cutty, J., said that after the administration judgment the respondent 
should not have continued his proceedings in the Queen’s Bench Division, 
but waited until the action was transferred. He should therefore discharge 
the order and the judgment made thereon. With regard to the respondent's 
offer to give up priority he was not in a position to accept it, for he could 
not judicially give the judgment any validity whatever. He should 
therefore make an order as asked, but the respondent would be at liberty 
to make use of the affidavit made in the (ueen’s Bench action to prove 
his debt in the administration action.—Covunser, Sir Arthur Watson, Q.C. 
and Maidlow ; Leverson. , 
R. G. Benbow, Bromyard ; 7. H. Philpots, fur Cave, Bromyard. 


Re CIVIL SERVICE AND GENERAL STORE (LIM ).—Chitty, J., 
15th and 14th December. 
Companies Act, 1862, s.153—Commencemenr or Wixvinc Urp—Vow Dise 


POSITION Or Proverty. 

In this case it appeared that a petition was presented on the 25th of 
February, 1884, to wind up the company, upon which an order was made 
on the following 24th of March. On the 24th of February a firm of 
tobacconists, to whom the company owed £320, received a visit from its 
managing director, and they agreed to continue supplying the company 
with tobacco for cash payment, provided that the company would at once 
pay £175 of the debt of £320. In pursuance of such agreement, the com- 
pany a few days after paid the £175, and were also supplied with goods 
for a small amount paid in cash. The liquidator of the company took out 
a summons for the repayment of the £175, under section 153 of the Com- 
panies Act, 1862, on the ground that the transaction was a disposition 
which was void and would not be affirmed by the court (Buckley on Law of 
Companies, 5th ed., p. 325, and cases therein cited). The respondents 
however, contended that the transaction was bond fide entered into without 
notice of the petition, and also complete at the date of the winding up 
and was, therefore, one which the court would affirm: Re Oriental Bank: 
Corporation, Bx parte Guillemin (28 Ch. D. 634). It appeared that at the 
date of the agreement the respondents were ignorant of the presentation 
of the petition. 

_ Cuirry, J., said that the object of section 153 was that creditors should 
be paid pari pass, and to give a preference to the respondents would be to 
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fly in the very teeth of the statute. At the time of the agreement they 
were at least aware that the company was in embarrassments, and he 
was also of opinion that subsequently, when the payment of the £175 was 
made, they knew of the presentation of the petition. He should affirm the 
transaction so far as regarded the payment of the cath for goods supplied 
pending the petition, but the respondents must refund the £175.—Covnse1, 
Romer, Q.C , and F. B. Palmer ; Whitehorne, Q.C., and Eve. Soricrrons, 
Ashurst, Morris, § Co. ; Saxelby § Faulkner. 


Re GIBBES’ SETTLEMENT, WHITE v. RANDOLPH—North, J. 
8th December. 
GeneraL Power or APPoiINTMENT BY WiLL—ExercisE—Revocation— 
Wits Act, 1837, s. 27. 

The question in this case was whether a testamentary appointment 
in exercise of a general power of appointment by will had been revoked 
by a subsequent will made by the appointor. By a marriage settlement, 
executed in 1834, by which a sum of £1,000 was settled, the trust de- 
clared, after the death of the husband and wife, was forsuch persons, and 
in such shares, &c., as the husband at any time ortimes thereafter by his 
last will, or any codicil thereto, or any writing in the nature thereot, 
should direct or appoint the same. The husband survived the wife, and 
dicd in 1887. On the 20th of June, 1885, the husband executed a written 
instrument, which was described as a ‘‘ testamentary appointment,” and 
by it he, in pursuance of the power given to him by the settlement, ap- 
pointed ‘‘the sum of £1,000, over which I have a power of appointment by 
the said settlement, after payment of all my just debts, funeral and testa- 
mentary expenses, whether of this testamentary appointment or of any 
will or codicil affecting my general property, unto my four sons in equal 
shares as tenants in common.’’ And he appointed W. “ executor of this 
testamentary appointment.’”? On the 20th of July, 1883, the husband 
executed a will by which, after various specific bequests of plate and fur- 
| niture te his four sons and his three daughters, he gave, devised, and be- 
| queathed “all the rest, residue, and remainder of my estate and effects, 
whatsoever and wheresoever, unto all my children equally, as tenants in 
common.’? And he appointed W. executor of his will, W. proved the 
will, but did not prove the prior testamentary appointment. This was an 
originating summons by W..,asplaintiff, against the surviving trustee of the 
settlement, and two of the testator’s sons, as defendants, The summons 
| asked a declaration that the plaintiff, as executor ef the will, was entitled 
to the £1,000 comprised in the settlement. It was contended on behalf of 
the plaintiff that, by virtue of section 27 of the Wills Act, the will operated 
as a revocation of the prior testamentary appointment. Section 27 pro- 
vides that ‘‘a bequest of the personal estate of the testator, or any bequest 
of personal property described in a general manner, shall be construed to 
| include any personal estate or any personal estate to which such descrip- 
tion shall extend (as the case may be) which he may have power to ap- 
point in any manner he may think proper, and shall operate as en 
| execution of such power, unless a contrary intention shall appear by the 
will.’”’ It was argued for the defendants that the will and the prior testa- 
mentary appointment must be looked at together (the appointment con- 
templating the execution of a subsequent will) as, in effect, forming one 
will, and that thea a ‘contrary intention’? appeared by the will, 
negativing the existence of any intention that the £1,000 should pass under 
the general bequest of the residue of personal estate. 

Nortu, J., held that he could look only at the intention as manifested 
by the actual will, and that there was nothing in that to prevent the ap- 
plication of section 27. Consequently the £1,000 passed under the residuary 
gift, and the testamentary appointment of June must be treated as having 
been revoked.—Covunset, Cookson, Q.C., and Vernon R. Smith; J. Hendev- 
son. Soxicrrors, G. H. Carthew; Dawes § Sons. 








Re EARL DE GREY’S ENTAILED ESTATE—North, J., 10th Decem- 


ber. 
Lanp Tsken ny Ratnway Company—SetrLep EstateE—REINVESTMENT 01 
PuRCHASE-MONEY—ERECTION OF BUILDINGS—PAYMENT TO TENANT ror 


LY., 2, sUB-RULE 7. 

This was a petition asking that a sum of £362 (in court), being the 
| purchase-money paid by a railway company in respect of a piece of land 
| and two cottages, which they had taken under their statutory powers for 
| the purposes of their undertaking, might be applied in the erection of two 
new cottages in substitution for the two which had been taken. The pro- 
perty taken formed part of an estate which was the subject of a statutory 
entail. The petitioner was the tenant in tail in possession without power 
of alienation. He had entered into a contract with a builder for the 
erection of two new cottages at a cost of £375, and it was asked that the 
money might be paid out to the petitioner on his undertaking to apply it 
in payment of the contract price. The petition asked that the company 
might pay the costs of the application. The company objected that the 
application ought, according to sub-rule 7 of rule 2 of order 55, to have 
been made by summons, and that they ought not to pay more than the 
costs of a summons. 

Nortn, J., declined to order so large a sum to be paid out at once to the 
petitioner on his undertaking, but ordered that it should be paid to him 
on the production of an affidavit that half the contract price had been 
expended in the work. As to the costs, his lordship adhered to what he 
had said in Re Arnold (31 Souicrrors’ Journat, 560). But in the present 
case he thought that it was not unreasonable to present a petition, and he 
did not think that, under the circumstances, the costs would be greater 
than those of asummons. The company must pay the costs as provided 
by section 80 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act.—CovunsgL, 2. J. 
Cust ; G. W. Melville Dale. Soxtcrtors, Nicholl, Manisty, § Co.; W. Fearn. 


Lire—ApriicaTion ny Petition ok Summons—Costs—R. 8S. C., 1883, 
| 
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Re HAYNES, KEMP v. HAYNES—North, J., 14th December. 


Serrtep Lanp Act, 1882, s. 51—Tenant ror Lire—Power To Sert— 
Arremrt TO Prourpit Exercise or Statutory Power—ForrgiturE ror 
NoN-RESIDENCE—INVALIDITY OF ReEsTRICTION. 


The question in this case was whether, by section 51 of the Settled Land 
Act, 1882, a clause of forfeiture of a life interest for non-residence was 
rendered absolutely void, or void only so far as it would prevent the 
tenant for life from effecting a sale. The applicant was a widow to whom 
her husband had given a life intcrest in real estate during widowhood, and 
until her youngest child should attain twenty-one years of age. There 
was a Clause of forfeiture in the event of her not residing on the estate for 
three months in each year. Though the tenancy for life was determinable 
in the events named, the widow, upon the authority of decided cases, was 
tenant for life of the property, within the meaning of the Settled Land 
Acts, with power of sale. She had admittedly broken the restriction as to 
residence before she had made any attempt to sell the property. There 
was no doubt that if she had sold before any breach had taken place she 
could have made a good title. Section 51 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, 
provides, in effect, that ifin a will or settlement or other instrument a pro- 
vision is inserted purporting or attempting to forbid or prevent a tenant 
for life from exercising any of the powers under the Act, that provision, 
as far as it purports, or attempts, or tends, or is intended to have, or 
would or might have, such operation, shall be deemed void. It was argued 
that the mere existence of the restriction, even though it would be 
displaced in case of a sale before breach of the restriction, was antagonistic 
to the proper exercise of the power of sale conferred by the Act, and there- 
fore void. 

Nortn, J., held that the restriction was void only so far as it tended to 
prevent a sale, and that if the tenant for life broke the condition and did 
not sell, the forfeiture took effect.—CounsreL, Napier Higgins, Q.C., and 
A. L, Ells ; Giffard, Q.C., and Hea'h. Soxicrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co. ; 
Ph ilps, Sedgwick § Co. 


TOPHAM v». THE GREENSIDE GLAZED FIRE BRICK CO.— 
North, J., 12th December. 
Birt or Satze—Recistration — ‘‘ Personan Cuatrers’? — Fixtures— 


““TrapgE Macuingry’’? —‘‘ DenenturE’’ —Eqvuitaste Morrcace To 
Bankers—Bits or Sate Act, 1878, ss. 4, 5, 8—Bizis or Satz Act, 
1882, s. 17. 


This was an interpleader summons by a sheriff, to determine whether 
the plaintiffs, who were judgment creditors of the defendant company, 
were cntitled to some trade machinery of the defendants which the sheriff 
had seized under a fi. fz. issued upon the judgment. The machinery 
seized was claimed by the company’s bankers by virtue of an equitable 
mortgage by deposit of title deeds. The company were the owners in fee 
of beds of coal and fire clay, which were situate at some depth below the 
surface of the land. The surface was the property of a different owner, 
but the company had the right to use it, and to erect buildings on it, for 
the purpose of working the minerals. The company carried on the busi- 
ness of fire brick makers, colliery proprietors, and dealers in coal, iron- 
stone, clay, and other minerals. For the purposes of their business they 
erected on the surface of the land a fixed steam engine, with main shafting 
and gearing ; a fixed boiler with mountings; a fixed donkey engine, with 
fixed pump and well cover; a fixed weighing machine; and certain steam 
piping and fittings thereof in a drying shed which they had erected. 
These articles were fixed to the soil. After this machinery had been 
erected the company deposited the title deeds of the property with their 
bankers, together with a memorandum of deposit, addressed to the 
bankers, which stated that the deeds were deposited ‘‘ for the purpose of 
securing to you payment of all sums of money in which we are now, or at 
any time hereafter may be, indebted to you, whether on current account 
for principal, interest, commission, and charges, or on any other account 
whatsoever. And, in consideration of the advances now made to us, and 
of our account being continued, we hereby undertake to execute, when 
thereunto requested, a proper mortgage, with immediate power of sale, 
or such further security as may be necessary for the purpose of effectually 
transferring, to any person or persons whom you may designate for that 
purpose, the legal estate in the property to which this security relates.’’ 
The memorandum was not registered under the Bills of Sale Acts. Sec- 
tion 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, defines a ‘bill of sale’’ as an 
assurance of ‘personal chattels,” and provides that the expression 
‘personal chattels’’ shall mean ‘‘goods, &c., and (when separately 
assigned or charged) fixtures . . . but shall not include . . . 
fixtures (except trade machinery as hereinafter defined) when assigned 
together with a freehold or leasehold interest in any land or building to 
which they are affixed.” Section 5 provides that ‘‘ trade machinery shall, 
for the purposes of this Act, be deemed to be personal chattels, and any 
mode of disposition of trade machinery by the owner thereof which would 
be a bill of sale as to any other personal chattels shall be deemed to be a bill 
of sale within the meaning of this Act. For the purposes of this Act ‘ trade 
machinery ’ means the machinery used in or attached to any factory or work- 
shop, 1st, exclusive of the fixed motive power, such as the water wheels and 
steam engines, and the steam boilers, donkey engines, and other fixed ap- 
purtenances of the said motive powers; and, 2nd, exclusive of the fixed power 
machinery, such as the shafts, wheels, drums, and their fixed appur- 
tenances, which transmit the action of motive powers to the other 
machinery, fixed and loose; and, 3rd, exclusive of the pipes for steam, gas, 
and water in the factory or workshop. The machinery or effects excluded 
by this section from the definition of trade machinery shall not be deemed 
to be personal chattels within the meaning of this Act. ‘Factory or 


workshop’ means any premises on which any manual labour is exercised 
by way of trade, or for purposes of gain, in or incidental to the following 
purposes or any of them—that is to say—(a.) in or incidental to the making 
any article or part of an article; or (.) in or incidental to the altering, 
repairing, ornamenting, finishing of any article; or (c.) in or incidental to 
the adapting for sale any article.” Section 17 of the Bills of Sale Act, 
1882, provides that ‘‘ Nothing in this Act shall apply to any debentures 
issued by any mortgage, loan, or other incorporated company, and 
secured upon the capital, stock, or goods, chattels, and effects of such 
company.”’ It was admitted that the machinery seized came within that 
which is excluded from ‘‘trade machinery” by section 5. On behalf of 
the bankers it was contended that the machinery which had been seized 
had passed to them under their equitable mortgage as ‘‘jfixtures,’’ and 
that registration under the Bills of Sale Acts was not necessary, because the 
memorandum of deposit was a ‘‘debenture”’ within the meaning of 
section 17 of the Act of 1882, and because the machinery in question was 
of a nature which was excluded by section 5 of the Act of 1878 from the 
definition there given of ‘‘ trade machinery,’’ and, therefore, was not 
‘* personal chattels’ within the meaning of the Act. On behalf of the 
execution creditors it was contended that the memorandum was nota 
‘* debenture,’ and that the exclusion of certain ‘‘ trade machinery’? in 
section 5 applied only to assignments of machinery separately from 
interests in land or buildings. . ; 
Noxrn, J., held that the bankers were entitled to the machinery in 
question. He said that, having regard to the decisions in Edmonds v. 
Rlaina Furnaces Co. (36 Ch. D. 215, 31 Soxrcrrors’ Journar, 550), Ross v. 
Army and Navy Hotel Co. (34 Ch. D. 43, 30 Sotrcrrors’ Journat, 700), and 
Jenkivson v. Brandley Mining Co. (19 Q. B, D. 568, 31 Soxicrrons’ Journat, 
693), he could not at present hold that a memorandum of deposit of title 
deeds by such a company with their bankers as security for their current 
account, the memorandum containing no acknowledgment of a debt, 
nor any covenant to pay, except indirectly in the agreement to execute a 
legal mortgage, was a ‘‘ debenture’’ within the meaning of section 17. 1t was 
difficult to see why section 17 spoke of ‘‘ mortgage and loan’’ companies, 
if, by the addition of the words “‘ or other incorporated company,”’ it was 
intended to include every other incorporated company. In Jenkinson v. 
Brandley Mining Co. it was suggested that those words meant companies 
ejusdein generis with mortgage and loan companies, but he could not under- 
stand what a company ejusdem generis with a mortgage or loan company 





would be, and he could not see why a company which lent money should 
have greater immunity than any other company. But he thought that the 
words of section 5—‘‘the machinery excluded by this section from the 
definition of trade machinery shall not be deemed to be personal chattels 
within the meaning of this Act ’’—were clear and conclusive. The 
machinery in question was not within the definition of ‘ personal 
chattels”? for any of the purposes of the Act, and tae memorandum was 


| therefore not an assurance of personal chattels, and did not require 


registration.—UCounsgi, G. Henderson ; Ashton Cross ; H. Tindal Atkinson. 
Souicrrors, Bell, Brodrick, & Gray ; Yewdall § Son; Speechly, Mumford, § 
Landon. 


SACHS v. SPIELMANN—North, J., 12th December, 


| R. 8. C., 1883, XIX., 6, 7, 26, 27; XXV., 4; XXXL, 20; LXX., 1— 





Princirat AND AGENT—ACTION FoR ACCOUNT—ALLEGATION OF CONCEALED 
Fravp—Ricut or Derenpant Tro ParticuLars BEFORE De.ivery or 
DEFENCE. 

This was an action by a principal against his agents for an account, 
The plaintiff alleged a secret fraud by the agents, and the question was, 
whether the defendants were entitled to have particulars of the fraud 
before they had delivered a statement of defence. The plaintiff, by his 
statement of claim, alleged that from September, 1882, to March, 1885, 
he had employed the deferdants as his stockbrokers, to buy and sell stocks 
and shares for him; that the defendants, in breach of the terms of their 
employment, at the time when they purported to act as the plaintiff's agents 
acted as principals in many of the transactions in which they were 
employed, and charged the plaintiff with moneys which they were not 
entitled to charge him, end did not credit him with moneys for which he 
was entitled to credit ; that the defendants from time to time delivered to 
the plaintiff accounts of the transactions, which were from time to time 
settled by him in ignorance of the facts ; that the particulars of the trans- 
actions were known to the defendants, but were not known to the 
plaintiff, and that, until he had obtained discovery and inspection of the 
defendants’ books, and had examined the defendants by interrogatories, 
he could not state the particulars of the transactions. The plaintiff 
claimed an account, payment of what might be found due, and damages. 
The defendants, not having delivered a defence, took out a summons, 
asking that the plaintiff might be ordered to deliver, within seven days, par- 
ticulars of the transactions in which the defendants had acted as principals 
when they purported to act as agents, and of the transactions in which 
the defendants had charged the plaintiff with moneys with which they 
were not entitled to charge him, and did not credit him with moneys for 
which he was entitled to credit, or, in the alternative, that paragraph 2 of 
the statement of claim (which contained the allegation) might be struck 
out as embarrassing, and that the defendants might have a month’s further 
time to deliver their defence after the delivery of such particulars. Upon 
the hearing of this summons, North, J., in chambers, adjourned it 
till after the defence should have been delivered. The defend- 
ants moved in court to discharge this order, and that an order might be 
made in the terms of the summons, with a further alternative that the 
action might be dismissed, on the ground that it disclosed no reasonable 
cause of action, and was frivolous and vexatious. ¢ 

Norru, J., refused the motion. He said that, independently of 

| authority, he should have thought that there was not, under rule 6 of 
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order 19, a sufficient statement of the particulars of the alleged fraud for | diction. As to the question of discretion, it was a simple rule existing in 


the purposes of the trial, and that further particulars ought to be given. | the nature of things that the plaintiff could choose his forum; and here 
But in Whyte v. Ahrens (32 W. R. 649, 26 Ch. D. 117, 28 Soxrcrrors’ | the plaintiffs had chosen the High Court rather than the court in the Isle 
Journ, 442) both Bacon, V.C., and Cotton, L J , expressed an opinion | of Man; and there was no reason why they should not be allowed to 


that such general statements of fraud might be sufficient for the purposes 


follow that course. As to convenience, the balance of convenience seemed 


of the trial, and Cotton, L.J., expressed a similar opinion in Leitch v. Abbott | to be in the plaintiffs’ favour. The application to set aside the service of 


(34 W. R. 506, 31 Ch. D. 374). But it was not necessary to decide the 
present case on this ground. The question was, whether the order 
adjourning the summons till after a defence should have been delivered 
was right. The two cases above mentioned were very much in point, 
though Fry, L.J., differed from the other Lords Justicee. It was said that 
those cases were distinguishable from the present, because in them the 
defence had been delivered, and, therefore, the defendants had waived 


their right to particulars. The ground of the judgment, however, in both | 
those cases was inconsistent with any such waiver, for the right to have | 


the particulars was recognized by the court. Then it was said that in 
both those cases the question actually decided was the question of the 
plaintiff's right to discovery before giving particulars of the fraud 
alleged. In the present case the defence, when delivered, might admit 
that as to some or all of the transactions between the plaintiff and the 
defendants his allegations were well founded. ‘Till his lordship knew 
what the issues between the parties would be, it would be impossible for 
him to say that the defendants required any further information. The 
plaintiff could not give particulars till he had obtained discovery from 
the defendants. The principle to be derived from the two cases referred 
to was, that, if it was necessary that the plaintiff should give particulars 
before defence, he would have a right to discovery from the defendants 
before defence. As to the alleged embarrassment of the defendants, they 
had in their possession the documents which shewed the details of the 
transactions, and the plaintiff had not. They had the full means of know- 
ledge whether they had done any of the things which the plaintiff alleged 
that they had. There could be no embarrassment. The plaintiff was 
entitled to know the nature of the issues raised against him, before being 
required to give further particulars of the alleged frauds. There was 
no ground whatever for saying that the statement of claim disclosed no 
reasonable cause of action, or thatit was frivolous or vexatious. —CovUNsEL, 
Cozens- Hardy, Q.C., and Grosvener Woods ; Cookson, Q.C., and Wood Hill, 
Soxicrrors, Zatham, Son, § Lousada ; Dawes § Sons. 


HIGH COURT.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION, 
ROBEY & CO. v. SNAEFELL MINING CO.—9th December. 
SERVICE oUT OF THE JURISDICTION—DeEreNDANTS Restpinc IN Ise oF 

Man— Piace wuere Contract OvGut ro ne Perrormep—R. 8. C., 

1883, XI., 1 (£). 

This was an application by the defendants before appearance, under 
ord. 12, r. 30, to set aside an order which had been obtained ex parte by 
the plaintiffs from Charles, J., at chambers, giving leave to serve a writ out 
of the jurisdiction under ord. 11, r. 1 (¢). The plaintiffs were a firm 
carrying on business in the city of Lincoln. The defendants were a 
mining company carrying on business at Douglas in the Isle of Man. By 
a contract made between the plaintiffs and the defendants it was agrecd 
that the plaintiffs should manufacture an engine and certain machinery 
and deliver the same to the defendants and erect the same on the defend- 


ants’ premises in the Isle of Man, and that the defendants should pay an | 


agreed price on their engineer giving his certificate that the engine and 
machinery had been erected to his satisfaction. The action was brought 
for the price of the engine and machinery, the plaintiffs alleging that 
they had performed their part of the contract. On the part of the 
defendants (who denied that the plaintiffs had performed their part of the 
contract) it was argued that the case did not come within ord. 11, r. 1 (e). 
The contract was broken, if at all, in the Isle of Man. The customary 
rule was that, where goods were to be delivered, payment was to be made 
on delivery. That was the case here, with the addition that the engineer’s 
certificate was to be a condition precedent to any liability to pay. VPay- 
ment and delivery being concurrent, it followed that payment was to be 
made in the Isle of Man, and not in this country. This case of the sale of 
goods to be delivered was an exception to the general rule of law that: the 
debtor must seek his creditor. Another exception to this general rule 
occurred where the sea came between the parties: Co. Litt. 340; Shep. 
Touch. 378. For these two reasons the order was bad. On the part of 
the plaintiffs it was pointed out that the ancient authorities referred to 
were really in favour of the plaintiffs, as they only laid it down that a debtor 
in England was not bound to seek his creditor out of England. But here 
the creditor was in England, and being in England was entitled to sue 
here: Hassall v. Lawrence (ante, p. 11). This was clearly a contract for 
payment in this country. The proper test to apply was the question 
where tender ought to have been made. The defendants, in order to 
have successfully answered the plaintiffs’ claim for payment by a plea of 
tender, must bave shewn a tender at Lincoln, Therefore the breack was 
within the jurisdiction, and the order was rightly made. 

Tue Covrar (Steruen and A. L. Smirn, JJ.) said that the chief 
question was whether there was power to order a writ in this action to be 
served out of the jurisdiction. The contract was to deliver certain 
machinery to be used for the purposes of the defendant company; the 
compaby were to pay on delivery and on the certificate of their engineer, 
but nothing was specified as to the place of payment. The question 
depended on the place where the contract ought te be executed. They 
thought that here the contract to pay ought to be executed at Lincoln, it 
being the duty of a debtor to send the money owing to the creditor. 
Therefore there was power to allow the writ to be served out of the juris- 


the writ therefore failed.—CounseL, Duke; Blake Odgers. Soutcrrors, 
Page § Scorer ; Crowdy, Son, & Tarry. 


CHARLESTON v. LONDON TRAMWAYS CO.—12th December. 


Farsg ImprtsonMENT—CuaArGE or Tenpertnc Bap Corin—CHARGE MADE 
uy Conpuctor or Tram-carn—Scorg or EmpLoyment—Tramways Act, 
|} 1870, ss. 51, 52. 
This was a motion by the defendants for a new trial on the ground that 
| there was no evidence to go to the jury. The action was for false im- 
| prisonment. The plaintiff was a passenger on one of the defendants’ 
| tram-cars. She tendered a half-crown to the conductor in payment of 
| her fare. The conductor, believing it to be a bad half-crown, detained 
| the plaintiff in the car until they arrived at a police station, where he gave 
| her into custody on a charge of tendering bad money. The police pro- 
| nounced the half-crown to be a good one, and the plaintiff was released, 
| The action was tried by Stephen, J., with a special jury, who gave a 
verdict for the plaintiff for £100. On the part of the defendants it 
| was argued that the act of the conductor was not within the scope of 
| his employment. That this was so was shewn by the printed instruc- 
tions which were given to each conductor. Rule 11 was as follows :— 
‘* Passenger offering bad money in payment of fare.—Coin must be kept 
quite apart from other money, and in the presence of passenger 
tested. If bad, and passenger refuses good coin, having other money 
in his possession, he may be charged under the authority of an inspector or 
timekeeper.’’ Rule 16 was: ‘‘ Except in cases of assault, condtc‘ors are not to 
| give passengers into custody without the authority of an inspector or 
timekeeper.’”? Neither could any authority to make such a charge be 
implied: Allen v. London and South-Western Railway Co. (19 W. R. 127), 
Edwards ¥. London and North-West:rn Railway Cv. (18 W. R. 834). On 
behalf of the plaintiff it was contended that the company could not relieve 
themselves of responsibility by written instructions of which the public 
knew nothing, any more than they could by general verbal instructions : 
Limpus v. London General Omnibus Co. (11 W. R. 149). This was a case 
where prompt action was necessary ; and no one but the conductor was 
near who could act; and he acted in the interests of the company: Gof v. 
Great Northern Railway Co. (3 E. & E. 672). Further, what the conductor 
did was within the scope of bis employment under sections 51 and 52 of 
| the Tramways Act, 1870. Section 51 imposed a penalty on the avoiding 
payment of a fare and other similar offences. Section 52 enacted: ‘‘ It 
shall be lawful for any officer or servant of the promoters or lessees of any 
tramway, and all persons called by him to his assistance, to seize and 
detain any person discovered either in or after committing, or attempting 
to commit, any such offence as in the next preceding section is mentioned, 
and whose name or residence is unknown to such officer or servant, until 
such person can be conveniently taken before a justice, or until he be 
otherwise discharged by due course of law.’’ 

Tue Court (Matuew and Cuarces, JJ.) held that it was not within the 
scope of the conductor’s employment to give a person into custody on a 
| charge of tendering bad money. The rules, which were distributed to 
the conductors, clearly shewed that as a matter of fact this was so. It 
was, however, said that these rules had a character of secrecy, and that 
the question depended on the provisions of the Tramways Act. But sec- 
tion 52 must be construed with some limitation. They thought it must 
be limited to ‘‘any officer or servant appointed for that purpose.’’ The 
defendauts were therefore entitled to judgment.—CovunseL, Kemp, Q.C., 
and MacClymont ; Murphy, Q.C., and Cooper Wylde. Soutcrroxs, J. 0. 
Jacobs ; Johnson, Budd, § Johnson. 


WALSH v. WHITELEY—4th December. 
Emptoyers’ Lraniiry Act, 1880—Derecr 1n Convirion or Pant. 


In this case the action was brought for injuries received by a workman 
while engaged, in the course of his employment, in placing a band round 
a wheel, which was part of a carding engine, while in motion. The 
wheel had been constructed with large holes iu it, and while the plaintiff 
was fastening the band or strap his thumb caught in one of these holes, 
his hand was whirled by the wheel against the bed in which it revolved, 
and injured. Evidence was adduced to shew that the holes or spaces in 
the wheel were useless and dangerous, and this evidence was not contra- 
dicted. Other machines had their wheels solid, and it was contended for 
the plaintiff that the fact that this wheel had been constructed with holes 
in it which were both dangerous and useless was evidence to go to the 
jury that there was a defect in the condition of the plavt within the 
meaning of the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880. 

Tue Court (Witts and Grantuam, JJ.) was divided in opinion. 
GrantTuaM, J., said that there appeared to be no defect in the machine as 
regarded the purpose for which 1t had been made, and in his view of the 
Act such defects alone were aimed at by the Act. Wmuuts, J., was of 
opinion that there was evidence to go to the jury that the machine was 
defective within the meaning of the Act. One of the natural uses of this 
wheel was to have the driving band placed upon it to connect it with the 
rest of the works. [t appeared that other machines had solid flanges to 
the wheels, and the variation in this wheel, being both useless and 
dangerous, might well be considered by the jury as evidence of a defect. 
—CounseL, Z. Wheeler, Q.C., and Chitty; Ernest Tullock. Soxticrronrs, 

vitchard § Englefield, for Rich § Ocley, Blackburn; Merriman, Pike, § 
) Co., for Parkington § Allen, Blackburn. 
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GODFREY v. LAZARUS—26th November. 
EQUITABLE JURISDICTION OF County Court—EaqurraBLk MortcaGE. 


This was a motion that a judgment of the judge of the county court of 
Middlesex in favour of the plaintiff might be reversed, and that judgment 
might be entered for the defendant. The plaint in the action was headed 
‘‘ Equity,’’ and was ‘‘ for £175 debt and interest.’* The particulars set 
forth that the defendant, in consideration of £100 and other moneys for 
which he was indebted to the plaintiff, deposited with him, by way of 
equitable mortgage, to secure the repayment thereof, and interest at five per 
cent., the lease of certain premises in Oxford-street; that the money had 
not been repaid; and that the defendant was in occupation of a portion of 
the premises, and had let the’rest at a rent of £200. Tne plaintiff claimed 
that the defendant might be ordered personally to pay to the Registrar 
the sum of £175, being the amount due in respect of the security, together 
with the costs, and also asked for a receiver. On the hearing of an inter- 
locutory application for a receiver, the county court judge allowed the 
plaintiff to amend the claim and particulars by adding a claim for fore- 
closure or sale. On the hearing of the action, the objection was taken 
by the defendant that the claim, being for payment of £175, was not 
within the jurisdiction of the county court. The judge overruled the 
objection, and proceeded to hear the evidence, which was to the following 
effect: —That the plaintiff had the deeds in question in his possession, 
though there was no written memorandum of deposit ; and that in certain 
bankruptcy proceedings which had been taken against the defendant, he 
had, in his statement of affairs, scheduled the deeds as security. The 
judge held that the plaiatiff had an equitable lien on the deeds for £200, 
end ordered a sale, and that a receiver be appointed ; and further ordered 
that upon the defendant paying into court £175, the plaintiff do re-assign 
the premises to the Jefendant. The grounds of the motion were, inter alia, 
that the plaint was entered without jurisdiction, that the judge had no 
power to amend, and that there was no evidence of deposit by way of 
equitable mortgage. On the part of the defendant it was argued that 
there was no jurisdiction in the county court, either by law or equity, to 
entertain a claim for a personal debt over £50, though there was jurisdic- 
tion to deal with mortgages up to £500; and that, the original plaint being 
for a sum outside the jurisdiction, the judge had no power to udd a claim 
for the purpose of bringing the matter within his jurisdiction: Hopper v. 
Warburton (11 W. R. 384), Barker v. Palmer (30 W. R. 59). As to the 
equitable mortgage, there was no evidence that the deeds were deposited 
for the purpose of security. The schedule to the defendant’s statement 
of affairs was not sufficient to satisfy the Statute of Frauds, nor was there 
any evidence of part performance to supply the want of a written memo- 
randum: Ex parte Broderick, Re Beetham (35 W. R. 613). On the part of 
the plaintiff it was contended that the defendant was estopped from deny- 
ing that there was an equitable mortgage, and reliance was laid on 
Roe v. Mutual Loan Fund (Limited) (35 W. R 723). 

Tue Court (Pottock, B., and Hawkxrys, J.), said that the claim, even 
as originally entered and as interpreted by the particulars, included a 
claim for an equitable remedy by way of a receiver, and that a claim 
which was within the jurisdiction was not rendered bad by the mere fact 
that there was joined with it a claim which was beyond the jurisdiction. 
Therefore the county court judge had jurisdiction over this claim; and, 
further, he was justified in amending as he had done, because the amend- 
ment only carried out the legal effect of the particulars. But as to the 
question of the equitable mortgage, the judge was wrong in his judgment, 
as there was nothing to get over the difficulty caused by there being 
neither any memorandum in writing nor any part performance. The defend- 
ant’s statement of affairs was not sufficient for this purpose. The judgment 
must be set aside, and judgment entered for the defendant.—Covunse, 
Poulter ; Henn Collins, Q.C., and H. J. Brown. Soxtcrrors, Godfrey § 
Robertson ; Nordon § Lazarus 


BANKRUPTCY CASES. 
Ex parte RANKIN, Re RANKIN.—Q. B. Div., 7th December. 


Bankruptcy — Discuarce —SumMAry ADMINISTRATION —APrEAL—LEAVE 
not Onrainep—PracticEe—Bankrurtcy Act, 1883, ss. 28, 104, 121— 
Bankruptcy Russ, 1886, rn. 273 (6). 

Section 121 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which deals with the summary 
administration of a debtor’s estate in small bankruptcies, provides, by sub- 
section (3), that in such case, ‘‘ Such other modifications may be made in the 
provisions of this Act as may be prescribed by general rules with the view 
of saving expense and simplifying procedure, but nothing in this section 
shall permit the modification of the provisions of this Act relating to the 
examination or discharge of the debtor.’’ And by rule 273 (6) it is provided 
that where an estate is ordered to be administered in a summary manner 
under section 121 of the Act, ‘‘ No appeal sha)l lie from any order of the 
court, except by leave of the court.’’ In the present case an order was 
made by the county court judge refusing the bankrupt his discharge 
absolutely. Leave to appeal was asked for and refused. The bankrupt, 
however, appealed from the order to the Divisional Court in Bankruptcy, 
when the preliminary objection was taken that no leave had been 
obtained, but it was at the same time pointed out that some doubt existed 
whether any leave to appeal in such a case was necessary. 

Tue Court (Cave and A. L. Smrru, JJ.) allowed the appeal to be heard. 
Cave, J., said that section 121, sub-section (3), while allowing such modifi- 
cations to be made in the Act as may be prescribed by general rules, with 
the view of saving expense and simplifying procedure, went on to say: 
‘But nothing in this section shall permit the modification of the pro- 
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visions of this Act relating to the examination or discharge of the debtor.”’ 
That seemed to be an indication of the intention of the Legislature that 
the provisions of the Act relating to discharge should not be modified. 
Those provisions were in section 28 of the Act, and the right of appeal 
was given by section 104. Was that modified by a rule saying there 
should be no appeal? Certainly the provisions were modified, and there 
was a strong indication on the part of the Legislature that that should 
not be done, while there was nothing in the Act contrary to the intention 
expressed in section 121. A.L Smrru, J., concurred.—Covunset, Muir 
Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed ; Horne Payne, Q.C., and MacIntyre. Sowtcrrors, 
The Solicitor to the Board of Trade; Morley § Sherriff ; Gregson. 


Ex parte COULSON, Re GARDINER—Q. B. Div., 22nd November. 
Bankruptcy Notice—Marnriep WoMAN NOT CARRYING ON SEPARATE TRADE— 

Lrantmity To Bankrurrcy Laws—Marriep Women’s Prorerty Act, 

1882, s. 1, sus-section (5)—Banxrurtcy Act, 1883, s. 4, sun-srcrion 1 

(c). 

This case raised a question as to the right to serve a bankruptcy notice 
under section 4, sub-section 1 (7), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, upon a 
married woman. On April 19 last judgment was obtained against a 
Mrs. Gardiner upon a bill of exchange accepted by her for £60, such judg- 
ment being drawn up in the ordinary form—viz., that the plaintiff recover 
the above sum against the defendant; but that execution be limited to 
her separate estate not subject to any restraint on anticipation (unless by 
reason of section 19 of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, such 
estate should be liable to execution notwithstanding such restraint). The 
money not being paid, a bankruptcy notice, under section 4, sub-section 1 
g), of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, was, in June, issued against Mrs. 
Gardiner, and at the hearing of an application to set aside this notice 
before the registrar of the Kingston-on-‘Thames County Oourt she filed an 
affidavit to the effect that she was married to her present husband in 
October, 1879, and that she did not carry on any separate trade or business. 
The registrar thereupon dismissed the bankruptcy notice with costs. The 
judgment creditor now appealed, and on his behalf it was argued that the 
petition which succeeded the bankruptcy notice was a petition for a 
receiving order, but it did not follow that bankruptcy was a necessary 
consequence, as there might bea scheme ; and that, to go further, there was 
nothing in either the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, or in the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883, to prevent a married woman being made a bankrupt 
qua her separate estate. 

Tur Court (Cave and A. L. Saurru, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. Cavs, J,. 
said that there were two grounds on which it was clear that the proceeding 
was entirely wrong. Previous to 1883 it was held in the case of Ez parte 
Jones, Re Grissel (12 Ch. D. 484), that a married woman was not liable 
to the bankruptcy law, even though she had separate estate and had con- 
tracted engagements after her marriage. It had also been held that 
under the custom of London a married woman, who traded on her sole 
account, could be adjudicated bankrupt. When the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882, was passed, it was enacted, by section 1, sub-section 
(5), that every married woman carrying on a trade separately from her 
husband should, in respect of her separate property, be subject to the 
bankruptcy laws in the same way as if she were a feme sole. That was in- 
tended to extend the custom of London to the realm generally, and con- 
fined the power of making bankrupt to the case of a married woman who 
carried on trade separately. The result was that a married woman not 
carrying on a separate trade was not subject to the bankruptcy laws. 
That, in itself, was a conclusive answer to the present proceeding, but 
there wasa second one. It had been held by the Court of Appeal that 
section 4, sub-section 1 (g), must be construed with strictness. The words 
of the section were “ If a creditor has obtained a final judgment against him 
for any amount,” &c. Now this was not a final judgment against Mrs. 
Gardiner. There was no personal liability on Mrs. Gardiner, and the 
creditor had obtained judgment, not age inst her, but against her estate, 
as was very clearly put by Bowen, L.J., in the recent case of Er parte 
Scott, Re Morley (32 Soxicrrors’ Jovrnat, 42). But if there could be any 
doubt on that point it was cleared up by what followed. The bankruptcy 
notice mtbr ved the person served ‘‘to pay the judgment debt in accord- 
ance with the terms of the judgment, or to secure or compound for it,” 
&c. There was no personal obligation on the debtor to pay the debt. 
There was no debt due from her which could be enforced under section 
5 of the Debtors Act, 1869, and there was no liability to secure or com- 
pound for it. A. L. Surrx, J., concurred.—Covunset, Winslow, Q.C., and 
Pyke ; Herbert Reed. Soxtcrrors, Pyke § Minchin ; Mear § Fowler. 





CASES AFFECTING SOLICITORS. 
BROWN v. BURDETT—C. A. No. 2, 14th December. 


R. S. C., 1883, LXV., 11—Sotrcrror—Cosrs—Rererence to Taxing 
Master ror Inquirny—ADMINISTRATION ACTION—DELAY IN PRocEEDINGs— 
Retrospective Errect or Ruiz. 


The question in this case was as to the effect of rule 11 of order 65, 
which provides that “ if in any case it shall appear to the court or a judge 
that costs have been improperly or without any reasonable cause incurred, 
or that by reason of any undue delay in proceeding under any judgment 
or order, or of any misconduct or default of the solicitor, any costs 
properly incurred have nevertheless proved fruitless to the person in- 
curring the same, the court or judge may call on the solicitor of the 
person by whom such costs have been so incurred to shew cause wky such 
costs should not be disallowed as between the solicitor and his client, and 
also (if the circumstances of the case shall require) why the solicitor should 
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not repay to his client any costs which the client may have been ordered 
to pay to any other person, and thereupon may make such order as the 
justice of the case may require. The court or judge may also, if they or 

e think fit, refer the matter to a taxing officer for inquiry and report, 
and direct the solicitor in the first place to shew cause before such taxing 
officer, and may also, if they or he think fit, direct or authorize the 
official solicitor of the Supreme Court to attend and take part in such 
inquiry.” The action was an administration action, and it was commenced 
in 1875. On the 2nd of August, 1882, it was heard by Bacon, V.C., 
on further consideration, when it was declared that the real estate of the 
testatrix was charged, in exoneration of her personal estate, with the pay- 
ment of her debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, and legacies, 
“‘ together with the costs of this cause,’’ and it was ordered that the costs 
of all parties should be taxed as between solicitor and client, and an in- 
quiry was directed what sum ought to be raised for the purpose of pro- 
viding for payment of the debts, funeral and testamentary expenses, and 
legacies of the testatrix, and ‘‘the said costs of this action.’’ Direc- 
tions were also given for apportioning the sum to be raised between 
different real estates of the testatrix. There was no express direction that 
the costs when taxed should be paid. The plaintiff's solicitor raised money 
on a mortgage of the costsduetohim. On the 3lst of May, 1883, an order 
was made by Bacon, V.C., declaring that the costs of all parties of the 
action since the 2nd of August, 1882, were payable out of the real estate 
of the testatrix, in exoneration of personalty, and it was referred to the 
taxing master to tax the same, and any of the parties were to be at liberty 
to apply for payment of the said costs out of the proceeds of the sale of 
the real estate. In February, 1887, the plaintiff’s solicitor died, and a 
new solicitor was appointed. On the 4th of November, 1887, the action 
came before Kay, J., on second further consideration, when he expressed 
great astonishment at the delay in the proceedings, and, without any 
application by the parties, declined to deal at present with the costs of the 
action. He said that, acting under the powers conferred by rule 11, he 
should ask the taxing master to answer the following inquiries—namely, 
what was the occasion of this great delay in the prosecution of this 
action, and what costs had been occasioned by such delay; also, who, 
whether a party to the cause or a solicitor, was responsible for such delay, 
aud the costs occasioned thereby or any part thereof? His lordship 
directed the solicitor to the plaintiff to attend to those inquiries, and the 
taxing master was to be at liberty to summon before him any other solicitor 
he thought fit. Till those inquiries were answered he would not deal 
with the costs of the action, and therefore in the meantime the hearing of 
the further consideration must stand over. He was induced to direct these 
inquiries very much by the fact that, by reason of the costs that had been 
incurred in the action, there would be nothing for the residuary legatees, 
and nothing wherewith to pay the pecuniary legatees. The plaintiff. his | 
new solicitor, who had taken a mortgage of the costs due to the original 
solicitor, and another mortgagee of those costs, appealed. On behalf of 
the appellants it was argued—(1) that the order of the 2nd of August, 
1882, amounted in effect to an order for payment of the costs of which 
taxation was directed: Arehl v. Park (10 Oh. 334); Quarrell v. Beck- 
ford (1 Mad. 269) ; Clutton v. Pardon (1T. & R. 301); and Wilson v. Met- 
calfe (1 Russ. 530); (2) that rule 11 does not apply to costs payable out of | 
a fund, but only to costs payable by an individual; and (3) that rule 11 
is not retrospective in its operation, but applies only to costs incurred after 
the Rules of 1883 came into operation—i.c., after the 24th of October, 
1883. Reference was made to Re M‘Clellan (29 Ch. D. 495, 29 Soxicrrors’ 
JourNAL, 419), in which it was held that rule 1 of order 65 does not 
apply to costs of an administration action incurred before the rules came 
into operation, and that, consequently, an appeal lay egainst the dis- 
allowance of costs incurred before that date. It was also urged that 
the plaintiff's present solicitor could not be held responsible for any 
default of his predecessor. 


Tue Covert (Corron and Linntey, L.JJ.) affirmed the decision. Corton, 
L.J., said that he felt the greatest difficulty in interfering with such an 
order made by the judge who had knowledge of the proceedings in the 
action. With regard to the costs incurred since the 24th of October, 1883, 
they were clearly, by rule 1, within the discretion of the judge, and there 
could be no appeal. As to the prior costs there would be a right of 
appeal. As to the first objection, no doubt the order of August, 1882, 
was made in the expectation that the costs would be paid out of the 
estate. But at that time the attention of judges was not directed to the 
matters dealt with by rule 11. At that time it was considered almost 
a matter of course that the costs of an administration action should be 

aid out of the estate. But rule 11 was intended to call the attention of | 
judges to the great mischief which resulted from delay in administration 
actions, and to give them power (if they needed it) to disallow costs, even | 
as between solicitor and client, and to require the solicitor to attend and 
give explanations. In his lordship’s opinion the order of August, 1882, did | 
not prevent the judge before whom the matter should afterwards come | 
from dealing with the costs as he should think fit, either under the former | 
powers of the court or under the new power conferred by the rule. The 
cases cited were distinguishable. The fact that no opposition was made | 
in the court below to the allowance of the costs might account for what | 
Kay, J., did, all the parties being, no doubt, willing that the costs should 
be paid out of the money of someone else. The fact that the order of 
August, 1882, had been acted on did not bind the court to recognize it as 
conclusive. As to the second point, that rule 11 did not apply to costs 
payable out of a fund, the rule was made to meet that very case, and to 
restrict its operation to costs payable by an individual would be to defeat 
ite object. It applied as between solicitor and client and also to costs 

yable out of afund. As to the third point, the retrospective operation 








came into operation. Such a construction would render the rule inopera. 
tive for a very long time. The rule must be construed as applying io 
costs incurred in an action which was pending on the 24th of October, 
1883, even though the costs had been incurred before that date. Linp.ey, 
L.J., concurred. Nothing could be more general than the words of rule 
11, and nothing could be more beneficisl than its object. It wis com. 
petent to the judge to direct inquiries at his own discretion without any 
request of the parties. Ifthe rule did not give the judge jurisdiction in 
such a case as the present, it might as well have been omitted. —Covunset, 
T. Brett ; Swinfen Eady ; Dihdin. So.iciTors, H. H. Hood Barrs > Field, 
Roscoe, § Co.; C. T. Foster. 


IN THE MATTER OF A SOLICITOR—Q. B. Div., 8th December. 


Jurispiction or JupGe or Hicu Court Tro make Orper or Course rox 
Taxation or Costs not 1n AN Action—Souicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 
Vicr. c. 73), 8. 37—Juptcature Act, 1873, ss. 16, 39. 

This case raised the question whether an ordinary judge can make an 
order upon a solicitor to deliver a bill of costs for matters of business not 
in an action. Such an order had been refused by Fiela, J., and the 
question, on appeal from him, was whether it could be made by him or 
whether the jurisdiction was not wholly in the Master of the Rolls. It 
was argued in support of the appeal that the order could be made by any 
judge, because, under 6 & 7 Vict. c. 77, s. 37, it was provided that the 
Lord Chancellor or the Master of the Rolls might make the order, and 
sections 16 and 39 of the Judicature Act transferred to the High Court the 
jurisdiction of the Court of Chancery, including that of the Master of the 
Rolls as a judge of the Court of Chancery. On the other hand, the case 
of Re Chaffers (15 Q. B. D. 467) was cited, in which it was held that the 
jurisdiction to restore a solicitor to the roll is now vested exclusively in 
the Master of the Rolls. 

Po.tock, B., said that in his opinion the learned judge had not jurisdiction 
to make an order referring to taxation a bill for business not done in any 
court. In former times ‘‘solicitors,’’ so called, practised in chancery, 
and the courts of common law had no jurisdiction over them. To some 
extent this was altered by the Solicitors Acts, which gave the common law 
courts certain powers over solicitors; but the bills to be so dealt with were 
to be for business in some court. As to bills for business not done in any 
court, the power was given to the Lord Chancellor or the Master of the 
Rolls, not merely as judges, but in their particular capacities. It was, 
however, contended that the jurisdiction was now transferred to the High 
Court and the respective judges thereof. But the Judicature Act only 
transferred the jurisdiction of the Lord Chancellor and Master of the 
Rolls as judges of the Court of Chancery, whereas the words of 
the Solicitors Act had vested the jurisdiction in them generally, without 
any such limitation. The ground for the application failed. The learned 
judge who refused the order was right, and the app2al must be dismissed. 
—Cot NSEL, Bankes > Murphy, Q.C., and Sydney Woolfe.—Tim 5. 


JAMES rv. RICKNELL—Q. B. Div., 14th December. 
Retatngr or Soricrtor to Correct Denr—InrerrLEeapvER Issue. 
This case raised the question whether the authority of a solicitor 


| retained to collect a debt entitles him to fight an interpleader issue 


without a further retainer. The present action was brought in the 
Mayor’s Court by the plaintiff, a solicitor, for the amount of three bills of 
costs delivered to the defendant in respect of professional services rendered 
by the plaintiff to the defendant in the conduct of proceedings for the 
recovery of certam debts. Judgment had been obtained in one of the 
actions for their recovery, but on execution being levied the plaintiff was 
met by a bill of sale. Upon this the sheriff interpleaded. The jury in 
the Mayor’s Court found that there was an original retainer by the 
defendant of the plaintiff, but not a retainer on the interpleader issue ; 
on which the judge directed a verdict for the plaintiff on the costs refer- 
ring to proceedings before the interpleader, but for the defendant on 
mozsey claimed as costs in the interpleader. The plaintiff appealed. 
Wut1s, J.—This appeal must be dismissed. The authority of a solicitor 
extends to recover a debt he is instructed to recover—that is, to take all 
ordinary steps in the ordinary course of recovering the debt. It does not 


| extend to the embarking ina fresh litigation in order to give effect toa 
| judgment. 
| opposite conclusion, but there is no authority. 


I should require strong authority to make me come to an 
Tuterpleader is substan- 
tially a new proceeding, and the client is entitled to be consulted, and he 
may say, ‘‘I will not embark in this fresh proceeding.’’ Granruam, J., in 
concurring, said that if there was no case as yet decided on these grounds, 
he was prepared to lay down the law that a solicitor has no right to pro- 
ceed with an interpleader without fresh instructions. Appeal dismissed, 
with costs.—CounseL, Hume Williams ; Rose-Innes.— Times. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 
SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 


The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association 
was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, 
the 14th inst., Mr. Henry Roscoe in the chair. The other directors 
present were Messrs. W. Beriah Brook, H. Morten Cotton, Saml. Harris 
(Leicester), Edwin Hedger, J. H. Kays, F. P. Morrell (Oxford), R. Pen- 
nington, Sidney Smith, H. S. Styan, F. T. Veley (Chelmsford), E. W. 
Williamson, Frederic T. Woolbert, and J. T. Scott (secretary). A sum of 





of the rule, the case relied on related to the right of appeal. In his lord- 
ship’s opinion rule 11 was not limited to cases of delay since the new rules 





£225 was ordered to be given in grants of relief, eight new members were 
\ admitted to the association, and other general busines@ was transacted. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrery.—Dec. 13.—Chairman—Mr. J. Cor- 
nelius Wheeler. The subject for discussion was, ‘‘ That this society ap- 

roves of the recent conduct of the Chief Commissioner of Police in regard 
to the holding of public meetings.’’ The following gentlemen spoke :— 
Messrs. Stewart-Smith, Nimmo, Forbes, Bilney, Herbert Smith, Lithiky, 
Riddell, Calvert (visitor), Macintosh, Woodroffe, Todd, Hawtin, Curtis, 
Elmslie, Douglas, and Squire. The motion was carried. Thirty members 
and three visitors were present. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
THE CITY OF LONDON PAROCHIAL CHARITIES ACT, 1883. 
OrpER or Court. 


earge the 12th day of December, 1887. 
Whereas, it is expedient that all applications under the ‘‘ City of 
London Parochial Charities Act, 1883,’’ should be assigned to Mr. Justice 
Kay: Now I, the Right Honourable Hardinge Stanley Baron Halsbury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain, do hereby order that the several 
matters set forth in the schedule hereto be accordingly transferred to Mr. 
Justice Kay, and do*further order that all applications ‘‘ In the matter of 
the City of London Parochial’Charities Act, 1883,’? be in future marked 
with the name of the said Mr. Justice Kay. And this order is te be 
drawn up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery 
Division of the High Court of Justice. 


ScHEDULE. 


St. Botolph, Billingsgate summons Application f Rector Stirling, J. 

St. George, Botolph-lane summons Application of Rector and Church- 
wardens Stirling, J. 

St. Stephen, Coleman-street petition Application of Parishioners 
North, J. 

St. Peter le Poer summons Application of Trustees, Vestry and Rector 
and Churchwardens North, J. 

St. Benet, Gracechurch summons Application of Rector Stirling, J. 

St. Mary the Virgin, Aldermanbury petition Application of Parish- 
ioners Stirling, J. 

Allhallows Staining and St. Olave, Hart-street summons Application 
of Annuitant and Vestry Clerk North, J, 

St. a Without, Aldersgate summons Application of Trustees 
Chitty, J. 

St. Margaret, Lothbury and St. Christopher-le-Stocks summons 
Application of Rector and Churchwardens Stirling, J. 

St. Alphege, London-wall petition Application of Parson, Church- 
wardens and Parishioners Chitty, J. 

St. Nicholas, Acons summons Application of Rector Kay, J. 

St. Nicholas, Acons summons Application of Vestry Clerk and Solicitor 
Kay, J. 

St. Nicholas, Acons summons Application of Pensioner Kay, J. 

St. Mary, Woolchurch-Haw summons Application of Trustee Kay, J. 

St. Mary, Woolchurch-Haw summons Application of Vestry Clerk and 
Solicitor Kay, J. 

St. Edmund the King and Martyr summons Application of Clerk to 
Trustees of a Scheduled Charity Kay, J. 

St. Alban, Wood-street summons Application of Rector and Church- 
wardens North, J. 

St. Swithin, London Stone summons Application of Rector and Church- 
wardens North, J. 

St. Michael, Crooked-lane summons Application of Rector and Church- 
wardens Kay, J. 

St. Martin, Ongar summons Application of Rector and Churchwardens 
Kay, J 

St. Martin, Ongar summons Application of Churchwardens Kay, J. 

St. Martin, Ongar summons Application of Rector and Churchwardens 
Kay, J. 

St. Clement, Eastcheap summons 
Lands Kay, J. 

St. Clement, Eastcheap summons Application of Trustees of Scheduled 
Property Kay, J. 

St. Clement, Eastcheap summons Application of Trustees of Scheduled 
Property Kay, J. 

St. John the Evangelist petition Application of Rector and Churchwar- 
dens Chitty, J. 

Allhallows, Bread-street petition Application of Rector and Churchwar- 
dens Kay, J. 

St. Clement, Eastcheap, and St. Martin, Ongar summons Ay-plication 
of Rector North, J. 


Application of Trustees of Parish 


Hatsnury, 0. 








On the 10th inst. Mr. Justice Kekewich announced in court that 
Monday, the 16th of January, and such of the following days as should be 
found necessary to finish the business, would be devoted by his lordship to 
the trial in London of causes (whether with or without witnesses) com- 
menced in the Liverpool District Registry of the High Court of Justice. 
On a future occasion a day would be fixed for trying causes commenced in 
the Manchester District Registry. 
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THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 


A meztinG convened by the Building Societies’ Association was held on 
Wednesday to consider the Land Transfer Bill. The chair was taken by 
Sir J. Lubbock. 

Sir John Lubbock, in opening the proceedings, after briefly explaining 
the object of the Bill, said that they had not met together with any 
hostility tothe Bill; on the other hand, they were all of opinion that 
some measure of the kind would be of great value and importance to the 
country. They all thought that a good deal might be done in the way of 
making land transfer more easy, more economical, and more expeditious. 
The Bill brought in last session seemed to be more adapted to very 
large properties than to transactions such as came within the scope of the 
operations of building societies. He believed that the total funds of the 
building societies very considerably exceeded £50,000,000, but on the other 
hand the transactions were, as a rule, only for small amounts. Of course 
it would be a great misfortune if the Bill were not adapted to the wants 
of the many aa well as to the wants of the few; and they had met together 
in order to see what practical suggestions could be introduced. They 
were most anxious to see certain modifications made in the measure, 
— “ted would give every facility to the Government to make it real and 
useful. 

Mr. C. Binyon (General Mutual Building Society) moved: ‘‘ That while 
this conference would heartily welcome any simple and effective system of 
registration of titles, it does not consider that the Land Transfer Bill of 
1887 would provide such a system, and therefore cannot support the bill.”’ 

Mr. Breese seconded the resolution, which was carried unanimously. 

Mr. Higham moved: ‘‘ That this conference considers the Land Trans- 
fer Bill of 1887 specially defective, inasmuch as the Bill is not complete in 
itself, but has to be construed in conjunction with numerous sections of 
other Acts, and its operations are largely dependent upon rules and orders 
hereafter to be framed, while it is feared that in all dealings with small 
properties great delay must be expected, and that for many years to come 
the cost of such transactions will be considerably increased ; and no relief 
is given for the burdensome covenants now to be found in so many leases.’’ 
He contended that the Bill in its present form would materially interfere 
with the transactions of building societies. 

The resolution was seconded by Mr. Blake, who said that the committee 
of the association were quite in favour of a Registration Bill, and if the 
measure now under consideration could be so altered as to protect small 
borrowers from building societies they would all be ready to give it their 
support. 

Mr. C. J. Lowe (Bristol), Mr. C. F. Brickdale, Mr. R. B. Morris, and 
others, supported the resolution, which was carried unanimously. 

The proceedings terminated with a vote of thanks to the chairman. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. ALGernon Haskerrt Smrrn, barrister, died at 3, Westbourne-park or 
the 21st ult. from the effects of an accident. He was found by his mothen 
lying dead cn the floor of his bed-room, with a gun beside him, which had 
gone off accidentally. Mr. Smith was the eldest son of Mr. Haskett 
Smith, of Trowswell, Kent, and was born in 1856. He was educated at 
Eton, and at University College, Oxford. He was well known as a 
cricketer at Eton and at Oxford, and he took part in the University 
cricket match of 1879. He was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
Easter Term, 1883, and he was a member of the South-Eastern Circuit. 
Mr. Smith was unmarried. 


Mr. Joun Suarrer, Q.C., died ut his residence, 7, Clarenion-place, 
Bayswater, on the 24th ult., at the age of eighty-one. Mr. Shapter was 
the eldest son of Mr. Thomas Shapter, of Exeter, and was born in 1806. 
He was called to the bar at the Inner Temple in Hilary Term, 1830, but he 
afterwards migrated to Lincoln’s-inn. He had for many years a good 
junior practice in the Courtof Chancery. In 1858 he received a silk gown 
from Lord Cranworth, and he practised for several years in the court 
of Vice-Chancellor Kindersley. Mr. Shapter was a bencher of Lincolu’s- 
inn, of which society he was treasurer in 1872. 


Mr. Witu1am Harcourt Torxtiano, barrister, died at his residence, 31, 
Paulton-square, Chelsea, on the 24th ult., at the age of eighty-seven. 
Mr. Torriano was the eldest son of Captain Hilary Harcourt Torriano, 
H.E.1.C.S., and was born in 1800. He was educated at Trinity College, 
Cambridge, and was called to the bar at Lincoln’s-inn in Michaelmas 
Term, 1828, and until a few years ago he practised in the Chancery Divi- 
sion. Mr. Torriano was the author of a “ Life of William the Third.’’ 
He was married in 1839 to the youngest daughter of Mr. Charles Legh, of 
Macclesfield. 


Sir Bryan Ronson, late Chief Justice of Newfoundland, died at 
Ealing on the 6th inst., in his eightieth year. Sir B. Robinson was the 
son of the Rev. Christopher Robinson, his mother having been the daughter 
of Sir Hercules Langrishe, baronet. He was born in 1808, and he was 
educated at Trinity College, Dublin. He was called to the bar in Nova 
Scotia in 1821, and in Newfoundland in the same year. He became a 
Queen’s Counsel for the latter colony in 1842. He was a judge of the 
Supreme Court from 1850 till 1858, when he became Chief Justice of New- 
foundland, and he received the honour of knighthood on his retirement 
from the bench in 1877. Sir B. Robinson was married in 1834 to the 


) daughter of Mr. Arthur Brooking, but he became a widower in 1870. 
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Mr. Grorce Noon, solicitor (of the firm of Noon & Clarke), of 31, Great 
St. Helen’s, London, died at his residence, 8, Leigh-road, Highbury, on 
the 6th inst., from the effects of suppressed gout, followed by bronchitis. 
Mr. Noon was born in 1828. He was admitted a solicitor in 1864, and he 
had since carried on an extensive practice in the City of London. He 
wus at the time of his death associated in partnership with Mr. Edward 
Clarke. He had been for ten years a common councilman for the ward of 
Bishopsgate. Mr. Noon leaves one son and one daughter. He was 
buried at Abney Park Cemetery on the 1(th inst. 





APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Tuomas Mircueson, solicitor, of Heckmondwike, has been appointed 
a Commissioner to administer Vaths in the Supreme Court of Judicature. 
Mr. Samver Henry Srocxwoop, solicitor, of Bridgend, has been 
appointed Clerk to the Ogmore and Garw Local Board. Mr. Stockwood 
was admitted a solicitor in 1880. 


Mr. Grorce Henry Mepuivortr, solicitor, of Knighton, has been 
appointed a Commissioner to administer Oaths in the Supreme Court of 
Judicature. 


Mr. Hucu IJvcues, solicitor, of Aberystwith, has been appointed Clerk 
to the Upper Ystwyth Highway Board, in succession to his father, the 
late Mr. Hugh Hughes, senior. Mr. Hughes is clerk to the county 
magistrates at Aberystwith. He was admitted a solicitor in 1876, and he 
is in partnership with his elder brother, Mr. Arthur Johnson Hughes, who 
is town clerk of Aberystwith, and county treasurer for Cardiganshire. 


Mr. Ricuarp Jennincs, jun., solicitor, of Kirkbymoorside, has been 
appointed Clerk tothe Kirkbymoorside Board of Guardians, Assessment 
Committee, School Attendance Committee, and Rural Sanitary Authority. 


Mr. Henry James Parsons, barrister, has been appointed a Judge of 
the High Court of Judicature at Bombay. Mr. Justice Parsons is the 
eldest son of Mr. John Parsons, of Bridgwater, and was born in 1845. 
He was educated at Lincoln College, Oxford, and he was called to the bar 
at Lincoln’s-inn in April, 1877. He has been for many years a member 
of the Bombay Civil Service. 


Mr. Freperick ABERNETHY Burrows, solicitor (of the firm of Burrows & 
Barnes), of 8, Sackville-street, has succeeded to a baronetcy on the death 
of his father, Sir George Burrows, M.D, Sir F. Burrows was born in 1845. 
He was admitted a solicitor in 1869. 





PARTNERSHIPS DISSOLVED. 

James Rowert Macartuvr, Ronert Joun MAcartuvr, Freperick James 
Macatuvr, Tuomas Frank (uariton, and Henry Doiiine Smit, soli- 
citors (Macarthurs, Charlton, & Smith), 29 and 30, John-street, Bedford- 
row, London. Aug.12. The said James Robert Macarthur, Robert John 
Macarthur, Frederick James Macarthur, and Henry Dolling Smith will 
in future continue in partnership as solicitors at the above address under 
the style or firm of Macarthurs and Dolling Smith. [ Gazette, Dec. 9. ] 

Aveustus Krscu and Frepric Norman, solicitors (Augustus Kisch & 
Norman or Kisch & Norman), 2, New-inn, Strand, Hammersmith, and 
Harlesden. Dec. 10. [ Gazette, Dec. 13.] 


GENERAL, 
In our last week's issue, at page 84, bottom of second column, the 


words ‘‘for life’’ were accidentally inserted after ‘‘ tol} ’’ as well as after 
‘*to A.” In the former case they should, of course, be omitted. 


The judges of the Queen’s Bench Division have chosen the following 
circuits for the ensuing Winter Assizes, viz. :—Oxford Circuit, Lord Chief 
Justice Coleridge and Mr. Justice A. L. Smith; Midland Circuit, Mr. 
Baron Pollock and Mr. Baron Huddleston ; South-Eastern Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Denman ; Home Circuit, Mr. Justice Mathew; Western Circuit, 
Mr. Justice Field and Mr. Justice Mathew; South Wales Circuit, Mr. 
Justice Stephen; North Wales Circuit, Mr. Justice Wills; Northern 
Ciscuit, Mr. Justice Cave and Mr. Justice Grantham; North-Eastern 
Circuit, Mr. Justice Day and Mr. Justice Charles. 


A case of Cook, Surveycr of Taxes, appellant; Knott, respondent, before 
the Queen’s Bench Divisional Court, on the 13th inst., raised the question 
whether a person holding two or more public offices in places at some 
distance is entitled to deduct, for income tax purposes, his expenses of 
travelling between the different places. The person assessed was a 
solicitor carrying on business in Worcester, and holds the office of clerk to 
the Martley Union, as well as clerk to the justices of Bromyard, and he 
was assessed on his professional profits as a solicitor, and also on his 
salary as unicn clerk. He claimed to deduct travelling expenses, which 
the local commissioner allowed. The surveyor appealed, and the court 
(Pollock, B., and Hawkins, J.) held that the deduction claimed could not 
be legally allowed. 


The town clerk of Oldham has received the following letter in reference 
to the recent application for the removal of Judge Crompton Hutton :— 
‘Duchy of Lancaster Office, December 8. Sir,—The memorial of the 
Oldham ratepayers, forwarded by you to this office on the 18th of Uctober 
last, asking tor the removal of Judge Crompton Hutton for the reasons 
therein statcd, has been laid before the Chancellor of the Duchy of Lan- 
caster. I am now directed by the Chancellor to say in reply to this and 
to other memorials to the same effect which have reached him, that it was 
with much pain that he read the grave charges made in them agvinst the 
conduct on the bench of a judge of a county court, and that he deeply 
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regrets the existence of a state of circumstances which has led to the sub- 
mission to him of such charges. The Chancellor has given his most 
earnest consideration to all the circumstances detailed in these memorials, 
and is advised that the matters charged therein do not amount to that 
‘inability or misbehaviour’ which would justify him in proceeding, under 
the statutory powers conferred upon him, to remove Mr. Crompton Hutton 
from the bench. ‘This decision has been communicated to the judge, to- 
gether with the expression of a hope on the Chancellor’s part that in 
future every care will be taken to avoid the use of expressions calculated— 
though not intended—to give pain; and I am to add the Chancellor's 
earnest desire that, this painful incident being now closed, tkose satisfac. 
tory relations which ought to prevail between a judge and all persons who 
have to attend his court, may be restored.—I am, your obedient cervant, 
J. Garpner D, Enciengart. The Town Clerk of Oldham.” 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
RoTA OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL COURT APPEAL CoURT _ Mr Justice 
y a CAY. 


Date. 





No. No. 2. CHITTY. 
Mon., Dec, 19 Mr. Beal Mr. Carrington Mr. Godfrey Mr. Pugh 
Tuesday ... 20 Pugh Lavie each Beal 
Wednesday 21 Leach Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Thursday.. 22 Godfrey Lavie Leach Beal 
Friday ...... 23 Rolt Carrington Godfrey Pugh 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr, Justice 
NorTH. STIRLING. KEKEWICH, 
Monday, December... 19 Mr. Pemberton Mr. Jackson Mr. Ward 
,  séscavesescecascen a0 Clowes Koe Rolt 
Wednesday . shied. Pemberton Jackson Ward 
Be ee 22 Clowes coe Rolt 
PRN <pcssihc easensininnees 23 Pemberton Jackson Ward 








The Christmas Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 2ith day of Decem- 
maga and terminate on Fiiday, the 6th day of January, 1888, both days in- 
clusive, 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—F RIDAY, Dec. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ALFRED SLATTER & Co, LimiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 7, directed 
to be heard before Kay,J.,on Dec 17. Peace & Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs, 
solors for petner 

BRITISH AND COLONIAL AGENCY, LIMITED.—Creditors are required, on or before 
Dec 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
and claims,to Alfred Philip King, 42, Queen Victoria st. Monday, Jan 16, at 
11, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

CHARLES DICKENS MINING Co, LIMITED —Petn for winding up, presented Dec 6, 
directed to be heard before Chitty, J.,on Saturday, Dec 17. Terrell & Co, 
Laurence Pountney lane, solors for petner 

DUDLEY, SEDGLEY, AND WOLVERHAMPTON TRAMWAYs CO, LIMITED.—Petn for 
winding up, presented Dec 6, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Satur- 
day, Dec 17. Miller & Miller, Sherborne lane, solors for petner 

Export AGENcY Co, LimiTED.—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 26, directed 
to be heard before North, J.,on Saturday, Dec 17. ‘dail, Church st, Old Jewry 
solor for petner 

HoME TREASURE WASHING MACHINE Co, LIMITED.—Kay, J., has fixed Dec 19, at 
12 at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

Leyrsic HALLE AND District IcE Co, LimiTEn.—Creditors are required, en or 
before Jan 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Baker Philip Daniels, 57, Moorgate st. Monday, Feb 13, at 
1, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims 

LoUGHBORO REFORM CLUB, LIMITED.—By an order made by Chitty, J., dated 
Nov 29, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the club be continued. 
Kingsbury & Turner, Brixton rd, solors for petners 

MERSINA ADANA CONSTRUCTION Co, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Dec 3, directed to be heard before Stirling, J., on Saturday, Dec 17. Ashurst 
& Co, Old Jewry, solors for petners 

NEATH AND BRISTOL STEAMSHIP Co, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up, presented 
Dec 7, directed to be heard before Kekewich, J., on Saturday, Dec17. Hill & 
Co, Liverpool, solors for petner 

PusLic WorKS AND ConTRact Co, LimITED.—Petn for winding up. presented 

ec 6, directed to be heard before Kay, J., on Saturday, Dec 17. Whites & Co, 
Budge row, Cannon st, solors for petner 
CounTY PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

InpustTRY CoTTON SPINNING Co, LimITED—The Vice-Chancelllor has fixed Tues- 
day, Dec 20, at 11.30, at his chambers, Duchy chmbrs, 2, Clarence st, Manches- 
ter, for the appointment of an official liquidator 

PaLacE HOTEL HyYDROPATHIC AND Spa Co, LimiTED—The Vice-Chancellor has 
fixed Dec 20, at 10.15, at his chambers, Duchy chmbrs, Clarence st, Mauchester, 
for the appointment of an official liquidator 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL. 
UNLIMITFD IN CHANCERY. 

NortHw Bury UNITED MINING Co—Petn for winding up, presented Nov 50, 
directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the iinces Hall, Truro, on 
Thursday, Dec 22,at 11. Hodge & Co, Truro, solors for petne:s 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 

SHEPHERD’s GLORY LODGE, Druid’s Friendly Society, Rossendale District, Band 
of Hope Hell, Rawtenstall, nr Manchester. Dec 5 

UNION LIBERAL SOCIETY, Pendle Inn, Barley, Lancaster. Dee 3 

London Gazette.—TUEsDAY, Dec. 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ANGLO-AMERICAN CLAY P1GEoN Co, LrmiTep.— By an orver made by Stirling, J, 
dated Dec 3, it was ordered that the company be wound up. Abrahams & Co, 
Old Jewry, solors for petners 

UNIVERSAL CONTRACT CORPORATION, LIMITRD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before Dec 31, to send their names and address‘ s, and the particulars of tbeir 
debts or claims, to Mr John Francis Clarke, 41, Co'eman st. Friday, Jan 13, at 
12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and cla‘ms 
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UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

ATLAS PERMANENT BENEFIT BUILDING Socrety.—Kay, J. has, by an order dated 
Dec 5, appointed Samuel Storey and Benjamin Smyrke, Sunderland, to be the 
official liquidators 

STANNARIES OF DEVON. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

GosnetT TIN MINE, LIMITED,—Petition for Nog »- presented Dec 8, directed 
to be heard before the Vice-Warden. at the Law Institution. Chancery lane, 
on Friday, Dec 23 at 10 30. Hodge & Co, Truro, agents for Beal & Co, Bucklers- 
bury, solors for the petners 

STANNARIES OF CORNWALL 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 

SovTH TERRAS TIN MINING Co, Lrm1TED.—Peta for winding up presented Dec 7, 
directed to be heard before the Vice-Warden, at the Princes Hall, Truro, on 
Thursday, Dec 22, at 10.30. Chilcott & Son, Truro, solors - the petners 

FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVE 

CHARLES DICKENS FRIENDLY SOCIETY, St Luke’s Schools, Criquitt st, Liverpool. 
Dec 9 

CourT VALLEY FRIENDLY Socrety, Bull Hotel, Shipley, York. Dec 

KinG WILLIAM PROTESTANT FRIENDLY SICK AND BURIAL SOCIETY, St. Catherine’s 
School, Uxbridge st, Liverpool. Dec 10 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day oF CLAM. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 
Carp, ALEXANDER, Pierston Gillingham, Dorset, Seenieh. Jan 5. 
& Co, Kay, J. Rutter, Mere, Wilts 
MAYNARD, CHARLES HENRY, Parliament mansions, Westminster. 
Maynard v Maynard, North, J. Maynard, Langham place 
WESTREN, THOMAS, Marwood, Devon, Yeoman. Jan 6. Westren v We sstren, 
Cbitty, J. Bencraft, 3arnstaple 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec 9. 
Hirst, WILLIAM, Newark upon Trent, Accountant. Jan 10, Harrison v Hirst, 
Chitty, J. Marsh, Newark upon Trent 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec. 13. 
HAMILTON, Sir ROBERT NorTH COLLIE, Bart, Stratford on Avon. 
Hamilton v Okeover, Stirling, J. Steward, Linco!n’s inn fields 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or CLAIM. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, November 29. 
ALEXANDER, WILLIAM, Park pl, Cardiff, Timber Merchant. 
Son, Cardiff } : 
ANDERTON, THOMAS, Union st, Old Trafford, Lancaster, Gent. 
son & Son, Manchester : * 
ARCHER, WILLIAM, Burnaston, Derby, Licensed Victualler. March 24. 
Jerb 
BANYARD, Fumes Spicer, New sq, Cambridge, Tubacco Manufacturer. 
Ginn & Matthew, Cambridge 
in oy ANTHONY, Scholes, Birstal, York, Card Manufacturer. Feb 29. 
Barber & Oliver, Brighouse mM 
CurLINE. HENRY THOMAS. Stebondale st, Poplar, Licensed Victualler. Dec 31. 
Saffrey & Co, Bank chmbrs 
EARDLEY, JOSEPH, Alsager, Chester, Gent. Feb1. Mayer, Burslem 


EARDLEY, Lucy, Alsager, Chester. Feb1. Mayer, Burslem 
EDMONDSON, Joun BEEBYy, Crumpsall, nr aenaTEn, Railway Ticket Printer. 


eb 24, Withington & Co, ancheste 
GovuLp, JoHN, Chard, Somerset, Retired Tailor. Dec 27. Clarke & Lukin, Chard 


Hiscocks, JAMES, Swallowcliffe, nr Salisbury, Miller and Baker. Dec 29. Hod- 
ding, Salisbury ’ a 

Hitcucock. Ropert, Warwick st, Regent st, Woollen Warehouseman. Jan 10. 
Kingsford & Co, Essex st, Strand 

Hirt, HENRY, Heavytree, Devon, Retired Builder. Feb 4. Campion, Exeter 

JACKMAN, WILLIAM THOMAS, Brixton hill. Jan1. Jackman, Clifford’s inn 

KERBY, RICHARD. Helston, Cornwall, Gent. Dec 10. Carlyon & Kerby, Truro 


KIDMAN, CHARLOTTE FLIZABETH, Bradwell’s Yard, Cambridge. Dec15. Ginn & 
atthew, Cambridge 
LEWIS, WILLIAM JONES, Bedford park, Croydon, Surgeon. Dec 31, Whitting- 
ton & Co, Bishopsgate st Without 
Luioyp, Jacop YouDE WILLIAM, Clochfaen, Montgomery, Esq. Dec 12. 
son, Welshpool 
Lunt, JosePH, Barthomley, Chester, Farmer. Jani. Mayer, Burslem 


MALLETT, JOHN, Ramsgate, Gent. Jan 20. Ashbridge, Whitechapel road 
McKettar, Lovisa, Clapham park, Surrey. Dec 31. Arkcoll & Cockell, Tooley st 
MitTcHELL, HENRY SADLER, Gt Prescot st, Whitechapel, Vestry Clerk. Jan 23. 


Potter & Co, King st 
Parry, Morris, Broadway, Deptford, Soap Manufacturer. Jan7. Ashbridge, 
Gent. Jan 14. Fraser, 


Batt v Jupe 
Jan 28. 


Jan 16. 





Dec 31. Morris & 


Dec 25. Hankin- 


Powell, 
Dec 31. 


Harri- 


W hitechapel rd 

RUFFELL, JOHN JOHNSON, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd's Bush, 
Soho sq 

SANDEs, RUPERTIA, Charlton Kings, 
Gurney, Cheltenham 

SmiTH, JOHN HENRY, Purley, Surrey, Esq. 
Bank bidgs 

STAINTON, 1 HOMAS, Monk’s rd, Lincoln, Gent. 


WORTHINGTON, JAMES, Sale, Chester, Esq. Jan 31. 


Gloucester. Jan 31. Winterbothams & 


Dec 27. Freshfields and Williams, 

Dec 19. Andrew, Lincoln 

Cunliffe & Co, Manchester 
London Gazette.—FRriDay, Dez. 

BAnnceonem, SAMUEL, Drighlington, Yorks, bcleice ¢f Births and Deaths. 


> 28. Knight, Bradford : 
BEsT, Toomas CHak “5 ES HARDINGE, Suffolk st, Pall Mall, Esq. Jan2. Rickaris 


& Son, Crown : 
BovILu, SELENA, Siontaciier rd, Brighton. Dec 25. Clarke & Co, Brighton 
Dec 23. Park 


BrocKLEBANK, THomas, Heden in Holderness, York, Fellmonger. 
& Son, Kingston upon Hull 

CocHRAN, JOHN, C.ifton ter, Brighton, Gent. Jan 13. Marsden & Wilson, Old 

Cavendich st 


CocKERELL, GEORGE JosRPH, Sydenham hill, Kent, Coal Merchant. Dec 31. 


Druces & Attlee, Billiter sq 
CoLz, JANE, Barking rd, Essex. Jan5, Sewell & Edwards, Gresham house 
CoRSCADEN, JOHN FINDLATER, Holland pk. Jan28, Findlater & Co, Dublin 


GIMLETTE, Lieut CHarLtEs TURNER, R.N , Ventnor, 1.W. Jani, Leighton, Clif- 
ford’s inn 





HawogrH, GILEs, High st, Blackpool, Cab Proprietor. Jan 5. Whalley, Black- 


urn 

HaAwoxtu, THomas CHESTER, Eltham, Kent, Surveyor. Jan 5. Robinson, 
Vestry house, Christchurch passage. E 

KELLEWAY, BARNABY, Freshwater, Isle of "Wight, Waterman. Dec 30. Eldridge, 
Newport, Isle of Wight 


LEACH, ELLEN, Scott st, Bradford. Jan?2. Atkinson, Bradford 
LEE. ELrsan, Queensbury, nr Bradford, Gent. Jan2i1. Gaunt & Hines, Bradford 
LonG, JEREMIAH, Marine parade, Brighton, Esq. Dec 31. Rogers & Co, West- 


tinster chmbrs 
MACFARLANE, > ere Canipden Hill rd, Merchant. Jan 1. Ravenscroft & Co, 


John st, 
ne Fuepenicx, Severn rd, Canton, Cardiff, Hairdresser. Jan9. Jones, 
Jarditf 
Pau -_——> WwW — Weymouth, Dorset, Hotel Manager. Dec 22. Bowen, 
eymout 
ro — -AH, Higher Broughton, nr Manchester. Dec 31. Hockin & Ruby, 
anchester 
POWELL, THOMAS, Cigpenticn row, Twyncarno, Monmouth, Tailor. Dec 24. 
Lewis, Merthyr Tydfil 
PROTHEROE, Witu1aM, Cefn Coed, Vaynor, Brecon, Weigher. Dec 30. Lewis & 
Jones, Merthyr Tydfi 
SIMPSON, JOSEPH, Montpelier rd, Brighton, Esq. Dec 31. Carr, High Holborn 
SmiTuH, RicHagD, Athole terr, Withington, Lancaster, Gent. Dec 31. Boyer & 


Co, Manchester 
SquIRE, WILLIAM, Swinefleet, near Goole, Chemist and Druggist. Jan5. Eng- 
land & Son, ‘Goole 


THoMas, EpMUND, Marire parade, Penarth, Glamorgan, Esq. Jan 9. Jones, 


Cardiff 
SwALLow, Ars. Claremont rd, Moss Side, nr Manchester. Jan 14. Preston, 
anchester 
Tuv Bort any Thornbury, Gloucester, Carpenter. Dec 5. Scarlett & Co, 
ornbur: 


WALTON, SARAH, Lightcliffe, near Halifax. Jan2. England & Foster, Halifax 

wae. RosertT, Cumberland ter, Regent’s park, Esq. Jan 14, Finch & 
Co, Gray’ sion &q 

Woop, Wi1tiam, Brandon, Norfolk, Timber Merchant. Jan 20. Wood, Brandon 


London Gasette.—TvuESDAY, Dec. 6. 
AMPHLETT, EDWARD, Queen’s gate ter, South Kensington, Esq. Tucker 
& Lake, Serle st 
ARBUTHNOT, MAry PEARSON, Jan20. Francis & Johnson, Austin Friars 
BARKER, WILLIAM, Wood Top, nr Hebden Bridge, York, Fustian Manufacturer 
and Dyer. Jan 24. Sutcliffe, Hebden Bridge 
BERRY, THOMAS LEABON, Westhorpe, Suffolk, Farmer. Feb 4. Golding & Son, 
Walsham le Willows 
Buiss, Mary, Ascott, Buckingham. Jan14. Horwood & James, Aylesbury 


Cater, JOHN, Burton, Westmoreland, Gent. Jan12. Thompson, Bentham 


Jan 11, 


CLARK, JosEPH HENRY, Hill Crest, Maidenhead, Gent. Jan 17. Woods & 
Dempster, Brighton 
Curr, ELIZABETH, High Town, Nantwich, Chester, Ironmonger. Dec 21° 


Broughton & Co, Crewe 

CRAGGS, WALTER, Corowa, New South Wales, Contractor. Jan7, Flux & Lead- 
bitter, Leadenhall st 

DopsworTH, JOHN, Scruton, York, Farmer. Jani. Waistell, Northallerton 


EpDE, JOHN BULKELEY, Fernside Bassett, Southampton. Jan 31. Green & 
Moberly, Southampton 
ENGLAND, WILLIAM, Clarence rd, Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich, Gent. Dee 31, 


Miller & Co, Norwich 
FRECKINGHAM, ELIZABETH, Cannonst. Jan13. Child & Co, Paul's Bakehouse ct 
HaRTRIDGE, Zeetaa, , Speldhurst, Kent, Farmer. Jan 18. Cripps & Son, Tun- 


bridge We 
JUSTIUS, JOSEPH, Reading, Berks, Brewer. Jan 14. May, Reading 
KENTISH, JAMES, Lee pk, Lee, Kent, Esq. Dec3). Murray & Co, Birchin lane 
LAMBERT, Mary ANN, North Ferriby, Yorks, March1. Champney, Hull 
Macavutay, Mrs Harriet Priscizia EtForD, Kensington gate. Jan 14. Ful- 
ford, Theobald’s rd 
MatnGay, Martua, Poonah House, Worthing. Jan 20. Francis & Johnson, 


Austin friars 
MULLER, JANE, Carlton rd, Maids Vale. Jan 11. Sidney Smith & Son, Furni- 


val’s inn 

NICHOLSON, JOSEPH, Clarkehouse rd, 
head & Co, Sheffield 

PICKARD, JAMES, Ilanover pl, Leeds, Gent. Jan 20. Rider, Leeds 

RENDLE, Captain ASHTON WILLIAM, Madras Staff Corps of H M Indian Army. 
Marchi. Matthews, Bedford row 

ROPER, JAMES, Skegby, Nottingham, Publican. Dec 31. Maltby, Mansfield 

RUFFELL, JOHN JonNsoN, Goldhawk rd, Shepherd’s bush, Gent. Jan 14. Fraser, 
Soho 8g 

SHEALER, MICHAEL, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Retired Master Mariner. Dec 
20. Mason & Thompson, Whitehaven 

Jan 18. Layton & Co, 


Smmons, GEorRGE, Brixton hill, Licensed Victualler. 
Budge row 
Simpson, BRIDGET, Heysham, Lancaster. Jan12. Thompson, Bentham 
een coun GRAHAM, Fulham park gdns, Esq. Jan 19. Stock, Bridge chbrs, 
Spurr, Martnua, Cremorne st, Nottingham, Shopkeeper. Dec 31. Wells & 
Hind, Nottingham 
Taruge. 3 Maky, Beresford rd, Highbury. Jan 15. Langham, Bartlett’s bldngs, 


THOME, SARAH, Northallerton, York. Jan16. Waistell, Northallerton 
VICKERY, CHRISTOPHER, Oakfield rd, West Croyden, Gent. Jan 5. Pettitt, Stoke 


New ington 
WATSON, SAMUEL, High st, Hounslow, Chemist. Feb1. Peake, New inn, Strand 
Jan 25. Bel 


WILLIAMS, Putzip, Adelaide place, Sunderland, Master Mariner. 


& Son, Sunderland 
Woe, ‘Mantis, Savile Club, Piccadilly. Jan 10, Goldberg & Langdon, 
est st, E.C 
WYNFIELD, Davin WILKIE, Grove End rd, St John’s Wood, Artist. 
Sladen, King’s Arms yard, E.C 


Sheffield, Auctioneer. March 6. Broom- 


Jan 13. 








WARNING TO INTENDING HOUSE PURCHASERS AND LESSEES. Paes 
or renting a house have the Sanitary arrangements thorough] ee 
expert from The Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., it. ictoria-st., fwd 
mirster (Estab. 1875), , A also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c. —[(ADVT. ] 








116 


Dec. 17, 1887. 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec. 9. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
ANNETT, CHARLOTTE, EDWARD GEORGE ANNETT, and WALTER HENRY ANNETT, 
Landport, Printers. Portsmouth. Pet Dec 3. Ord Dec 3 Siete Court 


Bacon, WALTER HENRY, B ath pl, Kensington, Fine Art Publisher. 
Pet Dec 6. Ord Dex 


BECKWITH, RICHARD, Hudde: sfield, Ironmonger. Huddersfield. Pet Dec f 
Ord Dec 7 

BENWELL, FREDERICK, Westfield rd, Hornsey, Provision Merchant. High Court. 
Pet Dec 5. Ord Dec 5 

ROTHAMLEY, JAMES FREDERICK, Eastwood, Nottingham, Draper. Derby. Pet 
Dec 6. Ord Dec 6 


BramMuaM. WILLIAM, Spalding, Licensed Victualler. Peterborough. Pet Dec 3. 
“+ Yee T 
Warwick. Pet Dec 5. 


Brown, SAMUEL, Warwick, Grocer Ord Dec 5 

Bur10c K, WILLIAM, JonN HIBEL ‘BULL0cE, WILLIAM HERBERT BULLOCK, and 
THOMAS ALBERT BULLOCK, Macclesfield, Silk Brokers. Macclestield. Pet 
Oct 27. Ord Dec7 : 

CAPpPrER, CAWTHORNE JASPER, Newcastle on Tyne, Timber Merchant. 
on Tyne. Pet Dec6, Ord Dec 6 . 

Cotpreck, LEONARD, Holborn Viaduct, Surveyor. High Court. 

High Court. 


Newcastle 
Pet Nov 7. 
Pet May 21. 
St Albans. 


Ord Dec 6 

COLE, GRANVILLE, Jermyn st, St James’s, Gent. 
Ord Dee 6 

CORBETT, CORBETT HOLLAND, Red Hill, Edgware, Horse Dealer. 

et Dec 5. Ord Dec5 

CoTCHING, CHRISTOPHER, and WALTER WoopWARD, Wilson st, Finsbury, Mer- 
chants. High Court. Pet Nov17. Ord Dec6 

CovULsEY, ROBERT, North Shields, Gardener. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Dec 5. 
Ord Dee » 


Covtras, GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Provision Dealer. Kingston upon Hull. 


et Dec 6. Ord Dec 6 
CROMPTON, WILLIAM, Hereford, Ironmonger. Hereford. Pet Dec 7. Ord 
Jec 
Daviess, JouNn, Holywell, Wheelwright. Chester. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 
Dawson, CHARLES JouN, Leeds, Commission Agent. Leeds. Pet Dec 6. Ord 


ec 6 


ELLIs. ae HARD, Brooke rd, Hackney, Tailor. High Court. Pet Dec 7. Ord 





Evy, CHARLES, Canterbury, Tobacconist. Canterbury. Pet Dec6, Ord Dec 6 
Evans, ANN, Neath, Boot Dealer. Neath. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 
Evans, JOHN Toomrsoy, Rhyl, Bookseller. Bangor. Pet Dec7, Ord Dec7 


GUTTENBERG, AARON, Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet Maker. Kingston upon 


Hull. Pet Nov 29. Ord Dec 6 : 

HARBORD, WILLIAM, Burnt Ash hill, Lee, Gent. Greenwich. Pet Nov 22. Ord 
Dec 6 

Harrison, CHARLES, Rufforth, Yorks, Innkeeper. York. Pet Dec 5, Ord 


Jee 5 
HONEYMAN, EpWARD Foster, Darlington, Professor of Music. 
Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Dec 7. Ord Dec 7 
Hvoues, WILLIAM HENRY, Bromyard, Hereford, Ironmonger. 

Dec 6. Ord Dec 6 
IsAAcs, seem, no fixed abode, Cabinet Maker. 


Stockton on 
Worcester. Pet 
Pet Dec 3. Ord 
Pet Dec 6. Ord 
Greenwich. Pet Oct5. Ord 


Pet Dec 7. Ord Dec7 
Northallerton. Pet Dec 6, 


High Court, 


Northampton. 


3 
JACKSON, — ERT GEORGE, Blackpool, Tobacconist. Preston. 


Dec 
KENT. Horace, Brockley, Kent, Barrister at Law. 


ec 4 
LAWLER, JAMES, Sheerness, Waterman. Rochester. 


Lay re, AlFRED, Richmond, Yorks, Corn Miller. 
Dec 6 
Lownik, JAMES WILLIAM, Manchester rd, Cubitt Town, Carman. 
Pet Dec 5. Ord Dec 5 
MANNING, EDWIN, Titchfield, Hampshire, Retired Farmer. 
Dec 7. Ord Dec 7 


Portsmouth. Pet 


MAXTED, ounce ANSLEY, Ramsgate, Pork Butcher. Canterbury. Pet Dec5 
rd 5 
MITCHELL, a. Ferryside, Carmarthenshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Dec 
6. Ord Dec 6 
O’NEILL, TERENCE, Leeds, Tailors’ Cutter. Leeds. Pet Dec6. Ord Decé 
PALMER, STEPHEN WILLIAM, Thuxton, Norfolk, Farmer. Norwich. Pet Dec 7. 


Ord Dec 7 
RUSSELL, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hul!, Cabinet Maker. Kingston upon Hull, 
et Dec 7. Ord Dec7 
SAUNDERS, WILLIAM GEORGE, Enford, Wilts, Schoolmaster. Bath. Pet Dec 6 


Ord Dec 6 

SIXTON, J =|: SmitH, New Malton, Yorks, Innkeeper. Scarborough. Pet Dec 
7 ec T 

Smairn, Eric PERcIvVAL, Hatton Wall, Tobacco Manufacturer, High Court. Pet 
Dec 6. Ord Dec 6 


STock, BENJAMIN, Bury, Grocer. Bolton. 
TayLor, EDWIN JOSEPH, 
Or 


Dec 5 


d 
—— ANNABELLA, Llanelly, Innkeeper. 


Pet Nov 25. Ord Dec7 
Kenton, Deyon, Wheelwright. Exeter. Pet Dec 5. 
Pet Dec 6. Ord 
Ord Dec 7 


Carmarthen. 


THOMAS, . JOSEPH, Truro, Carpenter, Truro. Pet Dec7. 


TRETHOWAN, JOHN, Falmouth, Butcher. Truro. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 

TYERS, FRANCIS JAMES, Birmingham, out of business. Birmingham. Pet Dec 6. 
ec 6 

Way, WILLIAM, Torquay, Bootmaker. Exeter. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 

WHEELER, GEORGE, West Cowes, Wine Merchant. Newport and Ryde. Pet 

Nov 28. Ord Nov 28 

Va Ty ASHWEEK, Heavitree, Devon, Butcher. Exeter. Pet Dec 
rd Dec 6 

hehe \ Park avenue, Wood green, Builder. Edmonton. Pet Dec 6 

6 


WILson, WILLIAM, Hastings, Tobacconist. Hastings. Pet Nov 25. Ord Dec 5 


WRIGHT, SAMUEL, and JaMES WRIGHT, Manchester, Hay Dealers. Salford. 
Pet Nov 25. ‘Ord Dec 5 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
ANNETT, CHARLOTTE, EDWARD GEORGE ANNETT, and WALTER HENRY ANNETT, 
ndport, Hampshire, Printers. Dec 19 at 3. 166, Queen st, Portsea 
BECKWITH, RICHARD, Huddersfield, Ironmonger. Dec 21 at 3. Haigh & Son, 
solors, New st, Huddersfield 
Bacoxs, HENRY, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Clothier. Dec 16 at4. Off Rec, Bank 
ne, Timber Merchant. Dec 20 at 


mbrs, Batley 
CAPPER, CAWTHORNE JASPER, Newcastle on 
2.30. Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 


| MARSH, EMANUEL, Walsall, Grocer. 
| Mason, WiILt1aAM, Messingham, Lincs, Innkeeper. 


| Swirt, THomas 





CAREY, CHARLES, Coatham, nr Redcar, Yorks, Music Teacher. Dec 20 at ll. Off 


Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
CASE, J AMES, Tunbridge Wells, Farmer. Dec 16 at 2.30. 
We 
CHARATON, Friprick, Leadenhall st, Tobacconist. Dec 16 at 11. 
ine ln’ sinn : , 
Yprth Shields, Gardener. Dec 19at11. Off Rec, Pink lane, 


COULSEY, ROBERT, } 
Dec 19 at 12. 109, Victoria st, West. 


Townhall, Tunbridge 
33, Carey st, 


Newcastle on Tyne 

DENCBFIELD, LEv1, Greenwich, Builder. 
minster 

FENN, ARTHUR GEORGE, Burlington grdns, Acton, Civil Engineer. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 


Dec 20 at 11, 


Fow1r, WIt.iaM, Freemantle, Hampshire, Florist. Dec 16 at 11. Off Ree, 4, 
East st, Southampton , 
GARDINER, WILLIAM HENRY, West Sunderland, Grocer. Dec 16at2. Off Rec, 


21, Fawcett st, Sunderland 


GARRAD, SAMUEL, Southend, Farmer. Dec 20 at 12. Shirehall, Chelmsford 


GAUNTLETT, ALBERT JAMES, Camberwell rd, Grocer. Dec 22 at 11, Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields ; 
HARRISON, CHARL ome Rutfforth, Yorks, Innkeeper. Dec 19 at 12.30. Off Rec, 17, 


Blake st, York : . 
Hitt, BENJAMIN. South Stockton, Yorks, Tailor. Off Rec, 8, 
Albert rd, Middlesborough , ; 

HOLLINRAKE, JOHN CROSSLEY, Batley, Yorks, Grocer. Dec 16 at 3. Off Ree, 
Bank chmbrs, Batley : 
HvuGHEs, WILLIAM HENRY, Worcester, Ironmonger. Dec 20 at 10.30, Guildhall, 
‘lerk. Dec 21 at 


Dec 20 at 11. 


V orcester 

KINGSFORD, SAMSON HERBERT CHARLES, Southampton bldngs, 
11. B Jankrupte bldngs, Lincoln’s inn 

LANCASTER, EMILY, ithington, Lancashire, Box Manufacturer. 
Off Ree, Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Manchester : 

LAWLER, JAMES, Sheerness, Waterman. Dec 21 at 11.30, Off Rec, High st, 
Rochester 

Lewis, JoHN, Ricuarp LEwIs, Wi11L1AmM_LEwIs, and HucH Lewis, Liverpocl, 
3uilders. Dec 20at2. Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

LOWING, JAMES JOSEPH, Chelmsford, Builder. Dec 20 at 11.30. Shirehall, 
Chelmsford 3 

MANFIELD, ELIJAH. Hollyoak Brickfields, Cranleigh, Brickmaker. 
Borough and County hall, Guildford, Surrey 

MANNING, Epwtn, Titchfield, Hampshire, Retired Farmer. Dec 19 at 4. 166, 


Queen st, Portsea 

Off Rec, Walsall 
Dec 21 at 12, Off Rec, & 
72, High st, 


Dec 20 at 12. 


Dec 16 at 2, 


Dec 19 at 11.15. 


Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

MAXTED, ARTHUR ANSLEY, Ramsgate, Pork Butcher. 
Ramsgate 

Moorcrort, CORNBLIVs, Croydon, Butcher. Dec 19 at 3. 
minster 

MORECROFT, ANNIE, Barton under Needwood, Dealer in Fancy Goods, Dec 17 at 
12. White Horse Hotel, Burton on Trent 

NEALE, “MELVILLE THOMPSON, Effie rd, Walham green, Captain. Dec 22 at 2.30, 

Dec 19 at 


Dee 21 at 12. 
109, Victoria st, West- 


33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

NICHOLAS, THOAMAS, a * seme ganshire, Boot Manufacturer. 
3. Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfi 

OrGaAN, GEORGE, Cadoxton a Barry, Glamorganshire, Builder. 
Off Rec, 3, "Crockherbtown, Cardiff 

PASCOE, MARTIN, JOHN CLEAVE, and WILLIAM Cock, Egloshayle, Cornwall, 
Masons. Dec 17 at12, Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

PEACHEY, KJ, Thavies inn, Holborn circus, Manager of Manufacturing Co. Dec 
22 at 11. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

eer URBANE TUBAL, Dowlais, Confectioner. Dec 19 at 12. Off Res, Mer- 
thyr Tydfi 

RosE, WILLiaM BakR, Sandhutton, nr Thirsk, Farmer. Dec 19 at 1.15. 
Hotel, Thirsk Junction, Thirsk 

Rust, ARTHUR, Margaret Roding, Essex, Farm Bailiff. Dec 
hall, Chelmsford 

SNOWDON, WILLIAM, Rochdale, Cabinet Maker. Dec 16 at 3.30. 


le 
STOocK. SERS aEe, Bury, Grocer. Dec 21 at 3. John Hall, solor, Parson’s lane, 
ry 

Story, ‘Purr WILLIAM, Fawsley, Northampton, Clerk in Holy Orders. Dec 17 
at 2. County Court bldgs, } orthampton 

ORRIS, Lavender rd, Battersea, Clerk. Dec 20 at 2.30, 33, Carey 

st, Lincoln’s inn 

TAYLOR, EDWIN JosEPH, Kenton, Devon, Wheelwright. Dec 19 at 11. Off Rec, 
13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

THOMP aon SAMUEL Bilston, Stafford, Grocer. Deci7 atil. Off Rec, St Peter’s 
close, Wolverhampton 

Way, a, ILLIAM, Torquay, Bootmaker. Dec 21 at 12. Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, 
“xeter 

WHEELER, GEORGE, West Cowes, Wine Merchant. Dec 21 at 2 
Commerce, 145, Cheapside 

WHITAKER, JAMES, Cromwell gardens, West Kensington Park, Builder. Dec 21 
at 12. Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

WILpDMAN, N, Guildford, Butcher. Dec 16 at 1. Borough and County Hall, 
Guildford, Surrey 

WILLIAMS, RicHakD ASHWEEEK, Heavitree, Butcher. Dec 20 at 11. 
Exeter, Exeter 

WING, EDWIN, Kentish Town rd, Blind Maker. Dec 
coln’s inn 

WINTERS, CHARLES, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smack Captain. 

Rec, 8, Haven st, Gt Grimsby 

WrTTy. CHARLES, West Hartlepool, Merchant. 
West Hartlepool 

WRIGHT, SAMUEL, and JAMES WRIGHT, Manchester, Hay Dealers. 
Court house, Encombe pl, Saiford 


Dec 30 at 12. 


Depot 
20 at 11.30. Shire- 


Townhall, Roch- 


Chamber of 


Castle of 
2t at 11, 33, Carey st, Lin- 
Dec 21 at 12.30, 
Royal Hotel, 


Dec 19 at 2, 


Dec 16 at 4.45. 


ADJ UDICATIONS. 
AYERS, SAMSON MANOAH, Dewsbury, Yorks, Watchmaker. Dewsbury. Pet 
Nov 30. Ord Dec 5 

a oe RICHARD, Huddersfield, Ironmonger. Huddersfield. Pet Dec 7. 
r 

aie ~ 5 a FREDERICK, Eastwood, Notts, Draper. Derby. Pet Dec 6. 
rd Dec6 

BRADLEY, SAMUEL, Blackpool, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet Oct 29. Ord Dec7 


Peterborough. Pet Dec 3. 
Pet Nov 3). 
High Court. 
Kingston upon Hull. 


Baanpey, Wa LLIAM, Spalding, Licensed Victualler. 

Tr ec 

BROOKE, HENRY, Heckmondwike, Yorks, Clothier. 
Ord Dec 7 

CLARK, JOHN ALBERT, Goldsmith’s row, Hackney rd, Plumber. 
Pet Novi. Ord Decé 

CouLtTAs, GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Provision Dealer. 
Pet Dec 6. Ord Dec 6 

os poaaee, ¢ North Shields, Gardener. Newcastle on Tyne, Pet Dec 5. 

Cc ec 


CROMPTON, WILLIAM, Hereford, Ironmonger. Hereford. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 


ay Hisaseat L, and HERBERT ALDERTON BROAD, Regent st, Glovers. 
High Court, Pet Novi7. Ord Decé6 


Dewsbury. 





Off 
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ptcy 
C, 17, 
Cc, 8 
Ree, 
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Vest- 
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2.30, 
19 at 
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lec 17 
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Ree, 
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DAVIES, JOHN, Holy well, Flintshire, Wheelwright. Chester. Pet Dec7. Ord 
Dec7 

DAVIES, ‘LEWIS, Nantymoel, Glamorgan, Boot Maker. Cardiff, Pet Dec2. Ord 
De 


DAWSON, Cuartzs JOHN, Collingham, Yorks, Commission Agent. Leeds. Pet 
Dec 6. Ord Dec6 

DENCHFIELD, LEVI, Greenwich, Builder. Greenwich. Pet Nov 2. Ord Dec 6 

Drew, ALFRED, Ladbroke grove, Grocer. High Court. Pet Dec3, Ord Dec7 


Exuis, RicHarD, Brooke rd, Hackney, Tailor. High Court. Pet Dec 7, Ord 
Dec 7 


E.vy, CHARLES, Canterbury, Tobacconist. Canterbury. Pet Dec6. Ord Dee 6 
Evans, ANN, Neath, Boot Dealer. Neath. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 
Evans, JouN THOMPSON, Rhyl, Bookseller. Bangor. Pet Dec6. Ord Dec? 


FENNER, ALFRED WILLIAM, Seymour st, Euston sq, Cricket Ball Manufacturer. 
High Court. Pet Nov 25. Ord Dec 5 
FLINTON, ISRAEL, Scalby, Yorks, Farmer. Scarborough. Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec7 


GRANT, RICHARD, Bristol, Iron Merchant. Bristol. Pet Dec1. Ord Dec 6 

GREEN, WALTER, Birmingham, Jeweller. Birmingham. Pet Nov4. Ord Dec 5 

HARRISON, CHARLES, Rufforth, Yorks, Innkeeper. York. Pet Dec 5. Ord 
6 


HONEYMAY, EpwarpD Foster, Darlington, ee of Music. Stockton on 
‘Tees and Middlesborough. Pet Dec7. Ord D 
Hop. =. * G, Henry st, St John’s Wood, Builder. High Court. Pet Oct 14. Ord 


ISAAC S. E <a no fixed abode, Cabinet Maker. Northampton, Pet Dec3. Ord 
ec 
JACERON, ROBERT GEORGE, Blackpool, Tobacconist. Preston. Pet Dec6. Ord 
ec 6 
v, * RICHARD, Upton Magna, Salop, Farmer. Shrewsbury. Pet Dec1. Ord 
1 


KING, E DWARD, Stapleton, Gloucestershire, Carpenter. Bristol. Pet Nov 19, 
Orc ec 
LAWLER, JAMES, Sheerness, Waterman. Rochester. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 


LinDsAY, DAVID, South Shields, Oil Merchant. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Nov 


28. Ord Dec 6 
LINDSE iY, F oo SRICK WILLIAM HENRY, Bicester, Solicitor. Oxford. Pet Nov 
re ec 7 


Low RIE =, JAMES WILLIAM, Manchester rd, Cubitt Town, Poplar, Carman. High 
Court. Pet Dec 5. Ord Dec6 
MASON, ted ILLIAM, Messiaghem, Lincolnshire, Innkeeper. Great Grimsby. Pet 


Oct 5. Ord Dec 
MAxTED, Anruv R ink, Ramsgate, Pork Butcher. Canterbury. Pet Dec 5 
rc ec ¢ 
——s pry Ferryside, Carmarthenshire, Grocer. Carmarthen. Pet Dec 
6. rd bec 6 


O'NEILL, TERENCE, Leeds, Tailors’ Cutter. Leeds. Pet Dec6. Ord Decé 
Param, Feamcm, Ugborough, Devon, Farmer. East Stonehouse. Pet Dec 2, 
re ec 
PASCOE, MARTIN, JOHN CLEAVE, and WILLIAM Cock, Bodmin, Masons. Truro. 
Pet Dec 2. Ord Dec 5 
RUSSELL, WILLIAM, Kingston upon Hull, Cabinet Maker. Kingston upon Hull, 
Pet Dec7. Ord De 
Sav — , ed ILLIAM GEor GE, Enford, Wilts, Schoolmaster. Bath. Pet Dec 6. 
rd Dec 6 
SIMPSON, J AMES, East Hardwick, nr Pontefract, Yorks, out of business, Barns- 
ley. Pet Oct 29. Ord Dec6 
SIXTON, » SaMes SMITH, New Malton, Yorks, Iankeeper. Scarborough. Pet Dec 
v. rc 7 
Srary, CHARLES JOHN, Ventnor, Isle of aaa Livery Stable Keeper. Newport 
and Ryde. Pet Nov 15. Ord Dec 
SPER RING, ROBERT, Westbury, A nn Farmer. Wells. Pet Nov 30. 
re ec 6 
SwIFT, Sas Son tRIS, Lavender rd, Battersea, Clerk. High Court. Pet Nov 
26 re ec 6 
a ~ oer JOSEPH, Kenton, Devon, Wheelwright. Exeter. Pet Dec 5. 
1rd Dec 5 
THATCHER, ANNABELLA, Llanelly, Carmarthenshire, Innkeeper. Carmarthen. 
et Dec 6. Ord Dec 6é 
THOMAS, JOSEPH, Truro, Carpenter. Truro. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec 7 
TRETHOWAN, JOHN, Falmouth, Butcher. Truro. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec 7. 
Way, WILLIAM, Torquay, Bootmaker. Exeter. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 
Wisi, REAR ASHWEEE, Heavitree, Devon, Butcher. Exeter. Pet Dec 6. 
rc ec 6 
Woop, JoHN WILLIAM, Leeds, Tailor. Leeds. Pet Nov 20. Ord Dec5 
WRIGHT, SAMUEL, and JAMES WRIGHT, Manchester, Hay Dealers. Salford. Pet 
Nov 24. Ord Dec 5 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Dec 13. 
Banus. Guones, Macclesfield, Funeral Furnisher. Macclesfield. Pet Dec 9. 
rd Dec 9 
BENSUSAN, JACOB SAMUEL LEVY, Jewin st, Ostrich Feather Manufacturer. High 
Court. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec8 
Biacs, EDWARD, jun, Maidstone, Baker. Maidstone. Pet Dec9. Ord Dec 9 
BROWN, JOSEPH, Belvedere cres, Belvedere rd, Lambeth, Timber Merchant. 
High Court. Pet Dec9. Ord Dec 
CARLTON, WILLIAM HENRY sae. New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smack Owner. 
Gt Grimsby. Pet Dec8. Ord D 
DAKIN, GEORGE, Leicester, Draper. Eaisecten. Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec 8 
DALE, JoHN Martin, Whitby, Yorks, Grocer. Stockton on Tees and Middles- 
borough. Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec 8 
— a sous WILLIAM, Birmingham, Auctioneer. Birmingham. Pet Dec 10, 
re ec 10 
DEARLING, GEORGE, The Broadwey, Crouch End, Hornsey, Ironmonger. High 
Court. Pet Dec 8. Oad Dec 
Fras =, ARCHIBALD, Aawen, ur Sestea, Cumberland, Grocer. Whitehaven. 
Pet Nov 25. Ord Dec 8 
Oldham. 


ees, oe ADAM, Littleborough, Lancs, Lithographic Printer. 
tDec8. Ord Dec 8 

Goop na ‘Hesny JAMES, Basingstoke, Innkeeper. Winchester. Pet Dec8. Ord 

HALLATT, FREDERICK BAXTER, Southsea, Outfitter. Portsmouth. Pet Dec 9. 


Ord Dec 9 
HEWETT, JOHN WILLIAM, Plymouth, Grocer. East Stonehouse. Pet Dec 9. 


Ord Dec 9 
Hotaewourn, THoMAS, Shipton, Yorks, Innkeeper. York. Pet Dec 8. Ord 
ec 
Hoi gwar, Manx, Temple Cowley, Oxford, Farmer. Oxford. Pet Dec10, Ord 
HOWELL, i Gott, Geove, Pembroke, Dairy Farmer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Dec 8. 


Ord 
Hows11s, JoHN, Aberdare, Grocer. Aberdare. Pet Dec8. Ord Dec8 





oie GEORGE, ary Butcher. Lincoln. Pet Nov 29. Ord Dec8 

LASCELLES, GEORGE, Leeds, Carting Agent. Leeds. Pet Dec 9. Ord Dec 9 

LYNEX, ALFRED, Walsall, Builder. Walsall. Pet Dec6. Ord Dec 6 

Manageme Bam, CuarRzs, Leighton Buzzard, Shoemaker. Luton. Pet Dec8, Ord 
ec 

Mam, ! ae vip, Hed 2 Holborn, Surgical Instrument Maker. High Court. Pet 
ec § 9 

MAYES, SAMUEL, Southend, Builder. Chelmsford. Pet Nov 10. Ord Dec 10 

MILER, CLARA, Oxford, Picture Seller, Oxford. Pet Dec8. Ord Dec8 

Naune, James, Greenhammerton, Yorks, Innkeeper. York. Pet Dec 8. Ord 

cs 





e 
NEUDURGER, EpvUARD, Colvestone crescent, West Hackney, Commission Agent. 
High Court. Pet Dec9. Ord Dec 9 
NorMAN, GEORGE BOULTER BatuuRsT, Great Marlborough st, Solicitor. High 
Court. Pet Nov 4. Ord Dec9 
PALMER, JAMES, Swansea, Coachbuilder. Swansea. Pet Dec7. Ord Dec7 


Forrm, ¢ Puannae Gree. 1 Allerton rd, Stoke Newington, Clerk. High Court. 

@ c 9. rc 

REYNOLDS, JOHN, Narberth, Pembrokeshire, Draper. Pembroke Dock, Pet 
Dec 10. Ord Dec 10 

RICHER, QaeRUR, W illesden Green, Draper. High Court. Pet Dec 9. Ord 


Dec 
Sanps, Gusnen, Heigham, Norfok. Norwich. Pet Dec7, Ord Dec9 


Srupxrns, THOMAS, and ANN SIMPKINS, pg st, New Southgate, Dealers in 
China. Edmonton. Pet Dec 10. 
aa, = SAMUEL, Clayton, nr beadford. dna Bradford. Pet Dec 9. Ord 


oom, < ARE, Bteshoim a2 grove, Rye lane, Peckham, Stone Mason. High Court. 
ec 8. re 
TAYLOR, JOSEPH, She ficla, Cabinet Maker. Sheffield. Pet Dec10. Ord Dec 10 


Tompson, Frank D., Landport, Hampshire, Engineer. Portsmouth. Pet 
Nov 26. Ord Dec8 
Warp, JAMES W1LL14M, Leeds, Mail Contractor. Leeds. Pet Dec9. Ord Dec9 


WILLIAMS, EpWARD JONEs, Milner sq, St Mary, Islington, Clerk. High Court, 
Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec8 2 

WILLIAMSON, ROBERT, and Mary WILLIAMSON, West Kirby, Cheshire, Boot 
Makers. Birkenhead. Pet Dec9. Ord Dec9 

WoopDING, ALFRED, Clapham, Beds, Labourer. Bedford. Pet Dec 10. Ord 


Dec 10 
Woeneea™, JOsEPH, Faldingworth, Lines, Farmer. Lincoln. Pet Nov 28. Ord 
Jec 8 
The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Dec 6. 
PascoE, MARTIN, JouN GLEAVE, and WILLIAM Cock, Bodmin, Cornwall, Masons, 
‘Truro. Pet Dee. 3. a Dec 3 


FIRST MEETING 
Bac a3, J ~~ Wilmington sq, Clerkenwell, J = mq Dec 22 at 12. ' 33, Carey st, 
incoln’s inn 

BARNES, GEORGE, Macclesfield, Funeral Furnisher. Dec 21 at 3. Off Rec, 23, 
King Edward st, Macclesfield 

BENJAMIN, HyaM, Avenue rd, Regent’s ark, no occupation. Feb 10 at 11, 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 

BENNETT, ANN SOPHIA, Leeds, Boot Manutacturer. Dec 21 at il. Off Rec, 22, 
Park row, Leeds 

BEsT, THOMAS SAMUEL, Kingston upon Hull, Merchant. Dec 22 at 11. Off Rec, 
Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 

Baas, ERwAgD. the younger, Maidstone, Baker. Dec 30at 3, Off Rec, Week 
st aidstone 

BoTHAMLEY, JAMES FREDERICK, Eastwood, eee, Draper. Dec 20 at 
12. Off Rec, St James’s chmbrs, Der 

BRAMHAM, WILLIAM, Spalding, Licensed, Victualler. Dec 23 at 11.45. White 
Hart Hotel, Spalding 

BROE, JOHN JOSEPH, Kingston upon Hull, Physician. Dec 22 at 10. Off Rec, 
Lincoln’s inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, Hull 

BROWN, SAMUEL, Warwick, Grocer. Dec 20 at 11. E T Peirson, Off Rec, 17, 
Hertford st, Coventr, 

BULLOCK, WILLIAM, JoBN Hipet BULLOCK, WILLIAM HERBERT BULLOCK, and 
THOMAS ALBERT BULLOCK, Macclesfield, Silk Brokers. Dec 21 atti. Off 
Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 

CLARKE, THomas, Birmingham, Tailor. Dec 22 at 11. 25, Colmore row, Bir- 
mingham 

Cooxe, J AnTHUR, Norwich, Tanner. Dec23at3. Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 


Covuttas, GEORGE, Kingston upon Hull, Provision Dealer. Dec 22 at 12. Incor- 
porated Law Society, Lincoln's inn bldgs, Bowlalley lane, 1 
DAKIN, GEORGE, Leicester, Draper. Dec 22 at 3. 28, Friar lane, Leicester 


ELvy > Quastae, Canterbury, Tobacconist. Dec 22 at 12, Bankruptcy bldgs, 
incoln’s inn 
EvANs, ANN, Neath, Boot Dealer. Dec 20 at 12. Castle Hotel, Neath 


FENNER, ALFRED WILLIAM, Seymour st, Euston sq, Football Manufacturer. Dec 
21at12. 33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

FLINTON, ISRAEL, Scal y, Yorks, Farmer. Dec 20 at 11. Off Rec, 74, New- 
borough st, Scarborough 

FRASER, ARCHIBALD, Lowca, nr Parton, Cumberland, Grocer. Dec 22at12. Off 
Kec, €7, Duke st, Whitehaven 

GILL, HENRY, Devonport, Contractor. Dec 21 ati. 18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 


GLEDHILL, JOHN ADAM. Lepore. lene Eapconetto Printer. 
ec 22 at 3. Off Rec, Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, ester 
@urppor, JAMES JOHN, Stanthorpe ~4 Streatham, Shorthand Writer. Dec 21 at 
3. 109, Victoria st, Westminste: 
GOODALL, Hewry JAMES, Basingstoke, ‘Innkeeper. Dec 22 at 11.20. Red Lion 
Hotel, Basinghall 
Guizy, EDWARD 81 STEPHENS, Exeter, Cabinet Maker. Dec 20 at 11. Castle of 
ixeter, Exeter 
HorEswortH, THomas, Sh hapten. nr Market Weighton, Yorkshire, Innkeeper. 
Dec 22 at 3. Off Rec, 
HoLianp, MaTrHEw, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Grocer. Dec 2i ati. Off Rec, 3, 
Haven st, Gt Grimsby 
Horan, G. Henry st, St Tyson's Wood, Builder. Dec 22 at 2.30. Bankruptcy 
gs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Huo, Hina, Brymer, Brecon, Boot Manufacturer. Dec 21 at 12. Off Reo, 
er 
Hurceree Anes uscxwenm, Stoke Damerel, Devon, Solicitor. Dec 21 at 2. 
18, Frankfort st, Plymouth 
JACKSON, ROBERT GEORGE, Blackpool, Pebocceniet. Dec 22 at 3.30. Off Rec, 
Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, Mancheste 
Jumnyees, — B m, Staffs, Tin Plate Worker. Dec 21 at 10.44. Royal 
Hotel ‘ewe 
LyYNEX, ALFRED, Walsall, Builder. Dec 22 at 12, Uff Rec, Whitehall chbrs, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 
MANLEY, WILLIAM, Vonsbusiey, Lancs, Contractor. Dec 21 at 2. Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria st, Liverpoo! ool 
a JOSEPH, jun, Eastcheap, Stationer. Dec 21 at 2.30. 33, Carey st, 
incoln’s inn 
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MirTcHeEtt, Emma, Ferryside, Carmarthenshire, Grocer. Dec 20 at 11. Off Re® 
11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
NEEDS, ~ ee Greenhammerton, Yorks, Innkeeper. 
or 
OWEN. RIcHARD, Llandwrog, Carnarvonshire, Quarryman. Jan 5 at12. Queen’s 
Head Cafe, Bangor 
PAIGE, Francis, Ugborough, Devon, Farmer. 
Plymouth 
PALMER, JAMES, Swansea, Coach Builder. 
Swansea 
PALMER. STEPHEN WILLIAM, Thuxton, Norfolk, Farmer. 
8, King st, Norwich 
BanpDs. GEORGE, Heigham, Norwich, Timber Carter. De 
fing st, Norwich 
SAUNDERS. WILLIAM GEORGE, Enford, Wilts, Schoolmaster. Dec 29 at 12.30. Bear 
Hotel, Devizes 
SCHLETTER, Harry, Birmingham, Merchant. Dec 21 at 12. 25, Colmore 10w, 


Dec 22 at 1. Off Rec, 


Dec 20 at 3. 18, Frankfort st 

Off Rec, Rutland st, 
Dec 24at12. Off Rec, 
Off Rec, 8, 


Dec 21 at 12. 


23 at 4. 


Hvucrresny, ALBERT, Luton, Straw Plait Warehouseman, Luton. Pet Nov 25, 
Ord Dee 7 

KisBY, GEORGE, Lincoln, Butcher. Pet Nov 29. Ord Dec8 

Leeds. Pet Dec9. Ord Decg 


LUCKENSs, WILLIAM. Fletching, Sussex, Builder. Lewes and Eastbourne, 
Oct 13. Ord Nov 4 } : : 
MANNING, Epw1y, Titchfield, Hampshire, Retired Farmer. 
Dec 6. Ord Dec7 a os 
NEEDs, JAMES, Greenhammerton, Yorks, Innkeeper. York. 

Dec 8 . 
PALMER, JAMES, Swansea, Coachbuilder. Swansea. Pet Dec7. 
RooKE, ALGERNON W, Ryder st, St James’s, Gent. High Court. 

Ord Dec 8 x 
SILVEsTER, ERNEST F, Chancery lane, 

5. Ord Dec 8 } f ; 
Simpkins, THOMAS, and ANN SrmMpkKINs, High st, New Southgate, Dealers in 


Lincoln, 
Pet 
Pet 
Ord 


Portsmouth. 

Pet Dec 8, 
Ord Dec 10 

Pet Sept 23, 


3arrister at Law. High Court. Pet Aug 


Birmingham 


SIxTON, JAMES Sm1TH, New Malton, Yorks, Innkeeper. 


74, Newborough st, Scarborough 
SMITH, FREDERICK, Colemau st, Builder. 
inn 
Stock. JAMES HENRy, Newport, Mon, Tailor. De: 
Portugal st. Lincoln’s inn 


SUMMERHAYES. ToM ALBERT, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Baker. 


Merthyr Tydtil 


THATCHER, ANNABELLA, Lianelly, Carmarthen, Innkeeper. 


Off Rec, 
20 at 3. 


11, Quay st, Carmarthen 
THOMAS, JOSEPH, Truro, Carpenter. 
THORN. JouN, Cheltenham, 

Cheltenham 
TRETHOWAN, JOHN, Falmouth, Butcher. 

Truro 


Dec 21 at 2. 


no occupation. De 


WILLIAMSON, ROBERT, and Mary WILLIAMSON, Birkenhead, Boot Makers. 
at 1. 


__ 2lat2. Off Rec. 48, Hamilton eq, Birkenhead 
WItson, WILLIAM, Hastings, Tobacconist, 
ortugal st, Lincoln’s inn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
ABELL, 4 ame Newcastle on Tyne, Grocer. 
rr ec 8 


ANDERSON, Mavricez, Luton, Grocer, Luton. 


Ord Dec 7 


9 


Dec 20 at 12. 


Dec 21 at 12. 


Dec 21 


Newcastle on Tyne. 


Pet Nov 26. 
AENOLD, Davin, Flamstead, Hertfordshire, no occupation. St Albans. 


Off Rec, China. Edmonton. 


Dec 21 at 11.30. 


33, Carey st, Lincoln’s Ord Dec 9 
Bankruptcy bdgs, 
Off Rec, 


Off Ree, 


S§rock, BENJAMIN, Bury, Grocer. 
TuLK, HERBERT, Walbrook, Promoter of Companies, 


at 1. 


Ord Dee 8 


Dec 21 


Dec 20 at 3 


at 3 


Pet Sept 24. 
3oscawen st, Truro 
County Court, 


Dec 9 


. las ie B 
Off Rec, Boscawen st, Pet Dec 8 


Dec Ord Dec 8 


0 


Bankruptcy bdgs, 


28. Ord Dec 10 


Pet Dec 10. “ 0 i 
SMITH. SAMUEL, Clayton, nr Bradford, Yorks, Farmer. Bradford. 


WARD, JAMES WILLIAM, Leeds, Mail Contractor. 
WEst. JoHN MITCHELL, Shanklin, I W, Coal Merchant. 
Ord Sept 24 

WIGHTMAN, GEORGE, Nottingham, Box Maker. 
WILIIAMS. EpwarpD Jones, Milner sq, St Mary, Islington, Clerk. 
Ord Dec 8 ; 
WILson, GEORGE, Park avenue, Wood Green, Builder. 


WoopInG, ALFRED, Clapham, Beds, Labourer. 


WOoLHOUSE. JosEPH, Faldingworth, Lincolnshire, Farmer. 


Ord Dec 10 
Pet Dec 9, 


Pet Nov 24. Ord Dec 10. 

High Court. Pet Oct 27, 
Pet Dec 9. Ord Dec9 
Newport and Ryde. 


Ord 


Bolton. 


Leeds. 


Nottingham. Pet Nov 10. 
High Court. 
Pet Dec 6, 
Ord Dec 
Pet Nov 


Edmonton. 
Bedford. Pet Dee 10. 


Lincoln. 


The following amended notice is substituted for that published in the 


Pet Nov 11. 
Ord Dec 7 High Court. 


Pet Nov 


ATCHERLEY, WILLIAM HENRY, Ercall Magna, Salop, Farmer. Madeley, Shrop- 


shire. Pet Nov 23. Ord Dec9 
BARNES, GEORGE, Macclesfield, Funeral Furnisher. 
Ord Dec 10 
BiaGs, EDWARD, jun, Maidstone, Baker. 


Brown, SAMUEL, Warwick, Grocer. Warwick. 


Maidstone. 


Gt Grimsby. Pet Decs. Ord Decs 


CoTcHING, CHRISTOPHER, Wilson st, Finsbury, Merchant. High Court. Pet 
Stockton on Tees and Middles- 


Nov 17. Ord Dec 9 
DALE, JOHN Martin, Whitby, Yorks, Grocer. 
borough. Pet Dec8. Ord Dec8 


FENTON, JOHN WELTON, Bathley, Nottinghamshire, Farmer. 


Yov24. Ord Dec 10 


Pet 


FRASER, ARCHIBALD. Lowca, nr Parton, Cumberland, Grocer. 


Pet Nov 24. Ord Dec8 


FREDERICK, GEORGE Henry, Church st, Camberwell, 


Court. Pet Novis. Ord Dec 10 
HEWEIT, JOHN WILLIAM, Plymouth, Grocer. 
Ord Dec 10 


HOLESWorRTH, THOMAS, Shipton, nr Market Weighton, Yorks, Innkeeper. 


Pet Dec 7. 
Honour, Jonny, Marston, Oxfordshire, Builder. Oxford. Pet Nov 11. Ord Dec 10 


Pet Dec 8. Ord Dec8 


HOWELIS, Joun, Aberdare, Grocer. Aberdare. 


FIRE!! BURGLARS!! 


JOHN TANN’S 


“ANCHOR RELIANCE” 


SAFES 


‘FOR JEWELLERY, PLATE, DEEDS, BOOKS, &c. 
SOLICITURS’ DEED BOXES, 
FIRE RESISTING SAFES, £4 10s., £5 5s., and £8 5s. 
“LISTS FREE. 


11, NEWGATE ST., LONDON, E.C. 


AW. — Solicitor, practising on his own 

. account, desires Clerkship, permanent or with a 

view to partnership; taste for advocacy ; unexcep- 

tionable references.—LEx, F. 8. Smith, The Moat, 
Sheldon, Birmingham 


ARTNERSHIP.—Wanted, by a London 
- Solicitor, admitted 1878, Working Partnership 
in a Conveyancing or General Practice in London or 
Country ; prepared to purchase share. — Address, 
M. A., Solicitors’ Journal” Office, 7, Chancery-lane. 


GoLiciTor (22) desires Managing Clerk- 
ship; London cffice preferred; good Convey- 
apcer; excellent references.—E. B 
Boiton, _Robbins, 


fields, W.C. 





é +» care of Messrs. 
Susk, & Co., 45, Lincoln’s-inn- 


]|f you want Money without Fees—amounts 


£10 to £1,000—before applying elsewhere see Mr. | 


O. CLIBUEN, personally if possible, 43, Great Tower- 
street. 


Macclesfield, 
Pet Dec 9. 
Pet Dec 5. 
CARLTON. WILLIAM HENRY BroApDBIN, New Clee, Lincolnshire, Smack Owner. 


East Stoneh 


Pet Dee 9, 
Ord Dec 9 
Ord Dec 10 solicitor, of a son, 
ter-at-law, of a son. 


a daughter. 


Nottingham. 


BIRTHS, 


London Gazette of Dec. 9. 
CUTLER. HERBERT L. and HERBERT ALDERTON BROAD, 
Pet Nov 17. 


Regent st, Glovers, 


Ord Dec 6 


MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS, 
BIRTHS. 


Hamrrn.—Dec. 9, at Park-road, Ealing, the wife of William Thomas Hamlin, 
MEAD.—Dec. 12, at Lordship-lane, Dulwich, the wife of Frederick Mead, barris- 


WEstT.—Dec. 8, at Chislehurst, the wife of Stephen H. West, barrister-at-law, of 


DEATH. 


HvGues.—Nov. 29, at Mayfield, Sussex, Samuel Hughes, barrister-at-law, aged 85. 





Whitehaven. 
High 
Pet Dec 9 
York. 


Cheesemonger. 
CURRENT TOPICS 
INJURIES RESULTING 
STRUCTION OF HI 
REVIEWS «-~ccce. 
CORRESPONDENCE 
LAW SOCIETIES .. 
Law STUDENTS’ Jo 


use, 


Ord Dec 8 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE et MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
the Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


Law Wigsand Gowns for Registrars, Town Clerks, 
and Clerks of the Peace. 


CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY AND CLERGY GOWNS. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


h R. R. M. STEPHENSON, LL.B. (Lond.), 
ph Tbird_ in Honours in Jurisprudence and 
Roman Law, Int. LL.B., Third in Honours in Com- 
mon Law and Equity, Final LL.B., Ed. of the Juris¢, 
&c., prepares for the Bar, the LL.B., and the Solici- 
tors’ Examinations, privately, in class, and by post. 
—For successes, terms, &c., apply 3, Plowden-build- 
ings, Temple. 

BARRISTER-AT-LAW (LL.B., London, 

First in First-Class Honours in Jurisprudence 
and Roman Law, and Honoursman in Common Law 
and Equity) prepares for Legal Examinations. 
Luition for the Bar, Solicitors’ Intermediate and 
Final, and 1st and 2nd LL.B. Examinations, privately 
or in class, at his Chambers. The Correspondence Classes 
Jor 1st and 2nd LL.B, can be joined at any time for 
whole or part of course.—For terms, &c., apply per- 


| Sonally, or by letter, to ** JURISCONSULTUS,” care of 


Mr. Burrett, 9, Old-equare, Lincoln’s-inn, 


RNAL -«- 


CONTENTS. 
NEw ORDERS, &C. ...++.- 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL 
LEGAL NEWS 
COURT PAPBRS ...0- .coccccese 
WINDING-UP NOTICES .. 
CREDITORS’ NOTICES 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES .-eee.. 


ewes weee 


UNTEARABLE LETTER 
COPYING BOOKS. 


(HOWARD’S PATENT.) 


1,000 Leaf Book, 5s. 6d. 
500 Leaf Book, 3s. 6d. 
English made 
THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT, 


WODDERSPOON & CO, 


7, SERLE STREET, anp 1, PORTUGAL STREET 
LINCOLN’S INN, W.C. 


TMHE SOCIETY of ACCOUNTANTS and 
AUDITORS. (Incorporated 1885.) The Fellows 
and Associates of this Society practice in all parts of 
the United Kingdom, and are styled * Incorporated 
Accountants.” Lists of the Members and all infor- 
mation may be obtained upon application to the 

Secretary. By order of the Council, 

JAMES MARTIN, Secretary. 
Offices: 3, Newgate-street, London, E.C. 

LONDON GAZETTE (published by authoriwy) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 
OFFICE.—No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
STREET. 

TS ers GREEN, Advertisement Agent, 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
forty years, in the special insertion of all pro forma 
notices, &c., and hereby solicits their continued support.— 

N.B, One copy of advertisement only required, and the 

strictest care and promptitude assured. Official stamped 

forms for advertisement and file of ** London Gazette” 
kept. Bv appointment. 








